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This historical case study is an examinat4ion of the events
leading to the decision to create the Office, Assistant Vice
Chief of Staff, Army (OAVCofSA), the role of the office as related
to the Army Staff and to higher levels of review, some of the
significant contributions of the office to the overall system
for management of Army resources, and some of the significant
roles the office performs for the Army today in the management
of resources. Research methods included numerous interviews with
action officers within the Army Secretariat, the OAVCofSA, and
the Army General Staff. All Chief of Staff Regulations (CSR) and
Chief of Staff Memorandums (CSM) published since 1 January 1967
were reviewed and a review was conducted of backup files, brief-
ings, and other studies related to resource management within the
Army General Staff. The study cnncludes that as a result of the
fractionalization, lack of coordlnated and timely response to OSD
imposed requiremcnts, and the lack of adequat analysis of proposed
Army actions the credibility of the Army position was impaired
and that some action to solve these problems was required. It
further concludes that the Office, Assistant Vice Chief of Staff
has performed very effectively in its assigned role and that a
requirement for the office will continue to exist into the
foreseeable future.
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PREFACE

Since the enactment of the Department of Defense Reorganiza- I
tion Act of 1958 the role of the military services has been

primarily that of providing ready forces for assignment to unified

and specifie'i commanders. For the Service Headquarters, this role
is one of ma.agement of the resources required to procure, train,
equip, and maintain these forces. The latest organizational

attempt by Headquarters, Department of the Army to more adequately
perform this mission was the formation of the Office, Assistant
Vice Chief of Staff, Army in February 1967. The Office has been
a point of controversy since its formation. This study examines

the arena within which the resource management function must be
performed as it has evolved since the enactment of the National
Security Act of 1947p particularly with respect to the increasing
centralization of the management function within the Office,
Secretary of Defense during the tenure of Mr. Robert McNamara.
It further examines the Laird-Packard philosophy of "participatory
management" and its impact on the Army; emp:iasizing the role of
the OAVCofSA in the implementation of the Planning, Programing,
and Budgeting System which evolved as a result of the new philosophy.
The author wishes to acknowledge his indebtedness to the many
action officers within Department of the Army Headquarters who
willingly gave of their time during the research for this effort

and for sharing with me their views and expertise. Of particular
assistance were the personnel in the Administrative Office, OAVCofSA
and the Mail and Records Branch, Office of the Chief of Staff who
made available regulations, memorandums, and files without which

this effort could not have been succes3fully completed.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

On 16 February 1967, a Chief of Staff Memorandum to the Army

Staff was published which established the Office of the Assistant

Vice Chief of Staft of the Army (OAVCofSA).I With this step, the

Army encerad into a new era in its efforts to manage the varied

and interdependent resources required to field a combat ready

force.

Initially referred to as a "super-staff" or "palace guard"

by many members of the Army Staff, this new organization, by virtue

of the vague and broad nature of its charter is now involved in

almost all aspects of resource management in the Army. Although

its initial charter envisioned a role of review and analysis of

certain staff functions and activities, the Office of the Assistant

Vice Chief of Staff of the Army, today, undoubtedly plays the

most significant role of any agency within the Department of the

Army in integrating other staff agency efforts to obtain and

manage the resources required to fulfill the primary mission of

the Army; that of providing combat ready forces to the Commanders

in Chief of the various unified and specified commands of the

Department of Defense.

What was the reason for creation of the new agency? What

were the major objections to its being formed? Does it perform

functions which are more properly the responsibility of or ar!

already assigned to another Staff agency? How has the organization
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evolved to its current role and status? Is there a need for the

new agency and is .t fulfilling this need? The purpose of this

case study is to raise and answer as many of these questions as

possible and to provide an objective assessment of the role which

the Assistant Vice Chief of Staff plays in the management of Army

resources. Additionally, the study will address the effectiveness

of the office in aiding the remainder of the Army Stiff in per-

forming its resource management functions.

The author was assigned to the Office, Director of Studies

within the OAVCofSA from April 1967 to June 1968 and was intimately

involved in one of the major projects assigned to the AVCofSA;

that of an "Army-wide atudy effort aimed at improving perform-

ance and effectiveness in all functional areas, with due regard

for economy of resources." 2 This effort evolved as the Program

to Improve the Management of Army Resources (PRIMAR) Studies.

Many of the recommendations of this series of studies provide an

excellent basis for assessing the role and effectiveness of the

OAVCofSA.

Additional research which provided background for this study

included numerous interviews with action officers within the

OAVCofSA and in the Army Staff, detailed review of numerous

Chief of Staff Memorandums (CSM) and Chief of Staff Regulations

(CSR), and review of backup files, briefings, and other studies

related to resource management activities within the Army Staff.

This study makes no attempt to comple-ely analyze all factors

related to the establishment and progress to date of the OAVCofSA

2



in the management of Army resources. Rather, it will address the

following questions specifically ind side-issues as are related.

(1) What factors 1-d to the founding of the Office of the Assistant

Vice Chief of Staff? (2) What is the role of the Office of the

Assistant Vice Chief of Staff as related to the Army Staff? the

Army Secretariat? the Office, Secretary of Defense? (3) What

have been some of the significant contributions of the OAVCofSA

in the management of Army resources? (4) What is the current

role of the office in the management of Army resources?

Throughout the study the reader must be aware that the

problems of resource management must be solved in a dynamic

environment. Those efforts which proeuce the most valid results

and efficient performance today may be of no value in tomorrow's

world due to external changes in policies and procedures whiLh

will ultimately affect the methods and organizations that must

cope with th2 problems.
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CHAPTER I FOOTNOTES

1. US Department of the Army, Chief of Staff Memorarim
67-64: Reorganization of the Office, Chief of Staff (16
February 1967).

2. Ibid., Inclosure 1, p. 1.
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CHAPTER I1

BACKGROUND

In order to understand some of the problems which face the

Army in its resource management effort it is helpful to have a

knowledge of the events which led to the creation of the present

climate and arena within which these functions must be performed.

This chapter will trace significant events since the end of World

War II which have influenced resource management activities and

led to the creation of the Office, Assistant Vice Chief of Staff,

Army.

THE NATIONAL SECURITY ACT OF 1947

The National Security Act of 1947 was the first of three

significant changes to the organization of the nation's defense

establishment after World War II. This law made sweeping changes

to the traditional organization for the defense of the nation in

addition to formalizing and giving legal status to efforts which

had previously been accomplished by coordination among and between

various government agencies. Some of the changes achieved by

this act were:

a. The creation of a Department of the Air Force

separate from, but equal to, the Departments of the Army and Navy.

b. The title of the Secretary of War was changed to

"the Secretary of the Army."
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c. The National Military Establishment was created and

was to be headed by a civilian Secretary of Defense.

d. The provision of legislative authority and a charter

for three already functioning joint agencies: (1) the Munitions

Board, (2) the Research and Development Board, and (3) the Joint

Chiefs of Staff with a Joint Staff of 100 officers.

e. The creation of three additional national security

agencies outside the framework of the National Military Establish-

ment: (1) the National Security Resources Board, (2) the National

Security Council, and (3) the Central Intelligence Agency.
I

The act provided that each of the three military departments

should be presided over by a civilian secretary and administered

as a separate executive department. Specifically, pcwers not

conferred upon the Secretary of Defense were reserved to the

Secretaries of the three military departwents.
2

After informing the Secretary of Defense, the
departmental secretaries were permitted to
p esent to the President or to the Director
if the Budget any report or recommendation
which theay might deem necessary.

3

Thus, it becomes obvious that the :Lewly established Secretary of

Defense had very little directive authority over the military

departments. He was required to perform his functions as a

coordinator "by persuasion rather than direction to achieve the

required degree of unity in policy and action."4  However, the

genesis of our present highly btructured and centrally managed

Department o. Defense (DOD) can be traced to this law.
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THE NATIONAL SECURITY ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1q49

The National Security Act Amendments of 1949 strengthened

the position of the Secretary of Defense by giving him "authority,

direction, and control '5 over the military departments. The

National Military Establishment became the Department of Defense

and the military departments lost their "Executive Department"

status. Therefore, the service Secretaries were no longer members

of the President's Cabinet or the National Security Council. They

were replaced by the Secretary of Defense by virtue of his role

as the head of the Executive Department of Defense. The service

Secretaries also lost theie right to direct appeal to the

President or the Bureau of the Budget.

THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE REORGANTZATION ACT OF 1958

The Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958 provides

the charter for the current organization and the statutory authority

exercised by the Secretary of Defense over the military departments

and other Defense agencies. As it applied to the three military

departments, the term "separately administered" was changed to

read "separately organized."'6 The change in wording indicates

that the military departments were now to be "administered" by

the Department of Defense as part of the Defense establishment.

This act also provided the statutory authority for the forma-

tion of "unified and specified commands for the performance of

military missions. '7 The authority for establishing such commands
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was vested in the President, with the advice and assistance of the

Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), "through the Secretary of Defense."
8

Force structure of these commands was to be determined through

the same chanitels and by the same National Authority, but was to

bc ,-rovided by the military departments concerned with the performance

of the particular military mission. All other forces "not so

assigned remain for all purposes in their respective departments."9

Additionally, each military department remained responsible for

the administration of that department's forces assigned to the

combatant unified or specified command.

Thus, :-reful analysis reveals that the role remaining to

the military departments is that of procuring, training, equipping,

administ ring, and maintaining the forces to be provided to

unified or specified commands. No longer are the military depart-

ments in the business of actually commanding and controlling forces

in the operational or combat environment.

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY ACTIONS (SECRETARIAT)

Although the Department of the Army (DA) had undergone at

least three significant reorganization actions during the period

1949-1956,10 its organization was still not of a type to be

responsive to the nev: role it must play as a result of the

Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958. Consequently,

the Secretary of the Army, in agreemenu with the Secretary of

Defense, directed that a comprehensive study of the functions,

organization, and procedures of the Department of the Army be

8



undertaken. The Secretary of the Army appointed Mr. Leonard W.

Hoelscher, Deputy Comptroller of the Army, as the Director of

that effort.1 I The study was completed in October 1961 and was

entitled "Study of the Functions, Organization, and Procedures

of the Department of the Army, OSD Project 80 (Army)." It is

beyond the scope of this paper to provide a comprehensive analysis

of the findings, recommendations, and final actions resulting

from Project 80. Suffice it to say that the results of this

study, as modified and finally implemented, provided the basic

staff organization and functional statements for Headquarters,

Department of the Army as it is today. This organization serves

as a point cf departure for study of subsequent actions leading

to the formation of the Office, Assistant Vice Chief of Staff,

Army.

As previously noted, statutory authority has increasingly

provided for centralization of the direction of the nation's

defense effort in the Office, Secretary of Defense (OSD). With

the appointment of Mr. McNamara as Secretary of Defense in 1961

the trend toward centralization was accelerated. The advent of

the computer and other automatic data processing devices allowed

vast amounts of data to be transmitted, accumulated, stored, and

manipulated at speeds never before possible. This capability

allowed higher levels of authority access to and analysis of

information and data previously not available to them. Addition-

ally, the volume of data permitted analysis techniques to be

utilized and data to be displayed in formats which presented to
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top-level decisionmakers more information upon which to base an

intelligent and informed decision. In September 1965, Mr. McNamara

established the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Systems

Analysis) /ASD(SA)/ to enhance the Departmen- of Defense capability

far utilization of the available data and the analytic techniques

which could be appiied to it. Previously a component of the

Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense, (Comptroller) /ASD(C)/,

the elevation of the Systems Analysis Office to the Assistant

Secretary level carried with it the implications of its impact

upon the services.

As previously mentioned, the National Security Act of 1947,

with its amendments through the Department of Defense Reorganiza-

tion Act of 1958 retained the civilian Secretariee of each of

the military departments. Thus, the ultimate responsibility for

performance of the mission of the military department rested with

the Secretary. By law, !2 the military departments were limited

to three assistant Secretaries who were responsible to the Under-

secretary of the Department. In the Department of the Army these

were the Assistant Secretaries of the Army, Financial Management;

Research and Development; and Installations and Logistics. However,

since that time a fourth Assistant Secretary, for Manpower and

Reserve Affairs, has been authorized. 13 It will be noted that,

although functionally oriented, there appears to be no interface

between the Army Secretariat and the Assistant Secretary of

Defense for Systems Analysis. The office with the responsibility

for "studying and improving Aimy management "14was that of the

10



Assistant Secretary of the Army for Financial Management. Within

this office, the Office of Operations Research (OOR) was respon-

sible for studies of general management problems. This office

was later transferred to the Office of the Undersecretary of

the Army (OUSA). To this upgrading was added the responsibility

to:

. . . expand its function of conducting, sponsor-
ing, monitoring or reviewing studies with more
emphasis than the past on the application of
modern study techniques to general management
problems such as manpower, logistics, readiness

and force structure.
15

When one considers the charter of the Assistant Secretary of

Defense for Systems Analysis (Appendix I) and the increasing

resources made available to him,1 6 this seems a rather feeble

response to the implied impact the office was to have on resource

related actions.

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY ACTIONS (OFFICE, CHIEF OF STAFF)

To assist the Secretary of the Army in the performance of

his mission as the military department head is the Army Staff.

"The Army Staff is that portion of the staff of the Secretary of

the Army at the seat of government, which is presided over by

the Chief of Staff."'1 7 Within the Office, Chief of Staff were

various special assistants and directors whose functions were

either not a specific responsibility of one of the Army General

Staff agencies or the function had been elevated to that level

11



so as to receive more intensive and personal management by the

Chief or Vice Chief of Staff (Figure 1).

Those most directly involved with management
Army-wide were the Special Assistant to the
Chief of Staff for Army Information and Data
Systems (AIDS), Director of Special Studies

(DSS), Director of Army Programs (DAP), and
the Director of Coordination and Analysis (DCA).

18

The Special Assistant for AIDS was responsible for coordinat-

ing the various Army Staff agencies' information systems and for

assisting and advising the Chief of Staff on matters pertaining

to Automatic Data Processing Systems.

The Director of Army Programs was responsible for the coordina-

tio~n and review of the programing effort within the Army Staff.

It is significant that at this time (1965) the Department of

Defense Planning, Programing, and Budgeting System was being

initiated. Thus, here the Army gave its first organizational

indication of the realization of the impact of this new system

by establishing the review of the programing system at the Chief

of Staff level; an action which, as we shall see later, goes the

full circle iti the attention it receives after the initial

foimation of the Office of the Director of Army Programs.

The Director of Coordination and Analysis was responsible

for:

. . . analytical review and onduct of inde-
pendent analysis of military studies, plans,
and programs involving major policies, strategy,
forces, organizations, tactics, deployments,
weapons, logistics, and command-control-communi-
cations including cost effectiveness analysis
or other operations research techniques where
applicable; guidance and support to and

12
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coordinucion and liaison with military and
civiliau agencies in conducting systems
analysis and operations research studies.

20

It is interesting to note, however; that in 1963, Mr. Cyrus R.

Vance, then Secretary of the Army; directed that some systems

analysis capability be established within the Office, Chief of

Staff. As a result, the Secretary of the General Staff created

a small Systems Analysis Division within his office. This division

later was to form the cadre for the Director of Coordination and

Analysis Office.
2 1

The Director of Special Stddies was charged with the coordi-

nation and integration of the Army Study Program (TASP) and

related systems. His Studies Processing Group was to maintain

liaison with OSD, the Joint Staff, Office of the Secretary of the

Army, major commands, and other military departments in order to

identify gaps or areas requiring special emphasis within the Army

Study System. Additionally, the Special Studies Group in his

office provided a capability for short-duration, high-impact

studies directed by the Chief of Staff.

During this period, the new Planning, Programing, and Budget-

ing System (PPBS) and the appointment of the Assistant Secretary

of Defense (Systems Analysis) were creating increasing pressures

for information from the Army Staff. Although extensive personal

relationships existed between individual members of both staffs,

there was no central point through which a coordinated Army

response to an OSD requirement could be quickly obtained. Com-

pounding the problems caused by the requirement for increasing

14



volumes of information were the decreasing response times imposed

by OSD.

As a result of the Army's inability to respond to OSD require-

ments in eit. .r a timely, accurate, or coordinated fashion, Mr.

Vance (now Deputy Secretary of Defense) directed, on 15 February

1966, the Army to establish a Force Planning and Analysis Office

(FPAO) to "integrate Army requirements for force structure, man-

power, materiel, and readiness."'22 To lend emphasis to the

importance which he placed on this requirement, Mr. Vance loaned

to the Army Mr. William K. Brebm, who was Director of Land Forces

Program for the Assistant Secretary cf Defense (Systems Analysis)

as co-lirecto. of the new office. The other director was

Brigadier General Philipps, who had been Director of Plans and

Programs in the Office, Assistant Chi-f of Staff for Force Develop-

ment. It was under these conditions that the Force Planning and

Analysis Office was formed on 21 February 1966. The functions to

oe performed were:

. . . integrate Army requirements, develop and
assess alternatives, facilitate dialogues and
act as a point of contact witn %SD, especially
in the SEA programmi, g sy tem, and identify
major incipient problems.1

In an &ttempt to align the now seriously overlapping and

duplicative functions of segments of his office, the Chief of

Staff directed a further reorganization on 14 April 1966.24 This

realignment eliminated the Director of Coordination and Analysis

and reassigned his functions to other elements of the Office,

Chief of Staff. The systems analysis function was assigned to

15



the Force Planning and Analysis Office. The realignment also

eliminated the Director of Army Programs and assigned his "progsam-

related" functions to the Force Planning and Analysis Otfice.

Other significant actions were to assign the compilation of Program

and Budget Guidance to the Comptroller of the Army (COA) and to

assign the monitoring of the Department of the Army Systems Staff

Officers (DASSO) to the Assistant Chief of Staff for Force Develop-

ment.

The perceptive reader will have, by now, recognized many of

the problems inherent in the organization of the Office, Chief

of Staff as it has developed to this point (Figure 2). To point

out just a few: (a) The assignment of co-directors of FPAO

violates the most basic managewent principles. Neither of them

has clearly delineated responsibilities and Mr. Bre.m is still

holding his primary position as Director of the Land Forces

Program, OSD(SA). Thus, channels of command and reporting are

not clear. (b) The very title of the Force Planning and Analysis

Office implies a super-staff structure doing a job already assigned

to a General Staff agency. Force lanning is a major function of,

and one of the principal reasons for establishing, the Office,

Assistant Chief of Staff for Force Development (OACSFOR). (c)

The reassignment of "program-related" functions to FPAO and

compilation of Program and Budget Guidance to the COA diluted

the importance placed on the programing effort at a time when it

was receiving increasing empha.is by the Department of Defense

and other agencies reviewing the Army's requests for resources.

16
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(d) The span of control of the Chief and Vice Chief of Staff was

beyond the capability of any two men to adequately manage.

Further complicating the management enviroment was the modus

operandi of the Secretary of the Army. Mr. Resor did not care to

work with the members of the Army General Staff, preferring ;:o

deal with either the Chief or Vice Chief of Staff and his own

principal assistants. He spent a great amount of time going over

each problem in considerable detail. 26 Adding to the management

problem was the amount of time required for the Chief of Staff

to perform in his role as a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

The initial deployment to and subsequent buildup of forces in SEA

caused a great deal of his time to be spent performing in the

Joint arena. Thus, in can be seen that it was a virtual impossi-

bility for the Chief and Vice Chief ef Staff to spend the requisite

time to insure a coordinated and integrated resource management

effort from the Arml Staff.

In view of the aforementioned shortcomings it is evident

that further reorganization was required to eliminate duplication

of effort, provide central direction and authority, and increase

the capability of the Army Staff to respond in a timely and

credible manner to requirements placed on them by OSD.

Several approaches to the solution of this problem had been

suggested. Lieutenant General Bonesteel, then Director of

Special Studies, recommended a "top-level group whose function

would be to assist the CSA and VCSA. AIDS, FPAO, and DSS were

parts of this group but they were functioning in a disconnected

18



way. What was needed was a chief of staff to the Chief of Staff."27

Lest one assume this to be a totally new coT.cept, it should be

pointed out that the Hoelscher Committee, in 1961, recommended

the creation of the post of Director of the Army Staff, whose

function would be to coordinate the efforts of the Army Staff.28

An ad hoc group in the Office, Chief of Staff came to essentially

the same conclusions in a follow-on study.29 The office would not,

however, have directive authority over the General Staff, which

meant that all decisions wouid still have to go the Chief cr Vice

Chief of Staff. It is apparent then, that the realization of

the requirement for change was present within the Office, Chi f

of Staff. This realization was translated into fact with the

publishing of Chief of Staff Memorandum 67-64 which established

the Office, Assistant Vice Chief of Staff on 16 February 1967

(Appendix II).30
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CHAPTER III

THE EARLY DAYS

On the same day that the formation of the Office, Assistant

Vice Chief of Staff wap announced by publication of the directive

memorandum, General Harold K. Johnson, then Chief of Staff of

the Army, called together selected representatives of the elements

of his own office and the Army General Staff to address the pur-

poses behind the change he had directed. During his pre:;entation

General Johnson remarked:

In one of my first appearances before a Congres-
sional committee I was asked the question: What
is the major problem that the Army has?

This was not a question for which there was
an answer in the back-up book. But my answer
was that basically it was trying to know what
our resources were.1

Later, in the same address, General Johnson said:

Since that time it has become more glaringly
evident with each passing day that it is not
only knowing what resources we have, but know-
ing where they are.

2

After citing r .,y of the difficulties he had encountered during

tne two and one-half years he had been Chief of Staff and some

of the efforts at their solutions, General Johnson went on to

say:

Now what does this mean?
It means that we are taking the resources that

we have now devoted to trying to pull together all
of the independent systems that we have in the

Army and make some sense out of them in one ball.
3

(Emphasis added)
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With these words, General Johnson was expressing to the Staff his

recognition of the fragmentation, duplication, and lack of inte-

grative effort which was causing a loss in the credibility of

Army Staff resource-related actions at higher review level.

Throughout the remainder of his address he repeatedly stressed

that the function of the new office was to be that of integration,

review and analysis of the General Staff effort. He emphasized

that the Assistant Vice Chief of Staff (AVCofSA) was not assuming

any of the roles and missions of the Army General Staff.

Now what we are doing here I want to stress is
not a criticism of the way that agencies that
we have now are performing; it is not critical
of the work that individuals have done in any
way. It is basically a recognition at long
last of what we need to get our job done, and
I think that we see this.4

General Johnson was to maintain the attitude toward the role

of the OAVCofSA which he expressed in the referenced address. His

review of the proposed functional statements for the new office

indicates this feeling by the manner in which he changed such

proposed words as "initiates, performs, directs etc." to the

milder "reviews, coordinates, analyzes, recommends, etc."'5 He did

not intend, nor did he permit, the new office to impede the free

interchange between himself and the heads of his General Staff

agencies.

ORGANIZATION AND FUNCTIONS

The organization of the OAVCofSA substantially reduced the

span of control of the Chief and Vice Chief by pulling together
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agencies which had previously reported individually to them and

created new Directorates which would report to the AVCofSA (Figure

3). The organization further reflects four areas which were con-

tributing to the Army's resource management problems and

specifically th6 credibility of the Army's efforts when viewed

by the Army Secretariat and the OSD Systems Analysts. These were:

(1) lack of integration among and between various staff agency

efforts, (2) lack of review, analysis, and consideration of trade-

offs in force programs, (3) lack of review, analysis, and consider-

ation of trade-offs in proposed weapons systems, and (4) the

fractionalization, diversity, and lack of interface among the

information systems upon which managers were required to base

resource-oriented decisions.

The first of these problems was to be addressed by the

Director of Studies who was to "survey the entire spectrum of

Army activities witE the assistance of management consultants, "

in order that a program aimed at major problem areas could then

be developed. This charter was latar to evolve as the PRIMAR

(Program to Improve the Management of Army Resources) Study.

This study effort will be Drobed and discussed more fully later.

To solve the second major resource management problem the

Force Planning Analysis Directorate was established. This resulted

in the inactivation of the Force Planning and Analysis Office

(FPAO), some of whose personnel resources, along with cost

analysts transferred from the Office, Comptroller of the Army,

would provide the personnel to man the new Directorate.
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The third problem was attacked by establishing the Weapons

Systems Analysis Directorate in order to separate the functions

of force planning analysis and weapons systems analysis. Part

of the personnel resources for this group were to come from FPAO

?aid the remainder (cost analysts) were to be transferred from the

Office, Comptroller of the Army.

The fourth of the management problems was to be addressed by

the Management Information Systems Directorate. Army Information

and Data Systems Command (AIDSCO), a Class II activity of the old

Special Assistant for AIDS, was transferred to the AVCofSA as a

Class II activity. Its primary function was to furnish manage-

ment information to the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of

Staff as directed by the Director, Management Information Systems.

Personnel assets to staff the new Directorate would be transferred

from the Special Assistant for AIDS and that office inactivated.

A further significant impact of the reorganization was that

it made the AVCofSA "responsible for keeping the Secretary of the

Army and the Chief of Staff directly informed (emphasis added) with

respect to matters within his functional area of zesponsibility.
'8

Thus, the Secretary of the Army now had a single point of contact

for resource management related issues.

The aforementioned reorganization actions, when combined with

the realignment of functions, provided the structural framework

with which to attack the most serious resource management problems

facing the Army. For a complete listing of the functions of each
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of the new Directorates, the concept of operations for each, and

the organization chart, refer to CSM 67-64 at Appendix II.

ARMY GENERAL STAFF REACTIONS

Tho initial reaction within the Army General Staff agencies

was extremely critical of the new organization. Some saw the

creation of the OAVCofSA as a usurpation of portions of their

traditional staff functions and a threat to their authority for

unilateral decisions and actions within established policy. Some

of the specific criticisms voiced were:

1. The power and position of the OAVCofSA tend
to disrupt and distort the normal operations of
the staff.
2. The size of the OAVCofSA generates a high
demand for quality personnel at the expense of
the rest of the staff.
3. The size of the OAVCofSA results in its
getting into primary staff activity--tends to
develop parallel staff actions which have been
assigned to staff agencies and then to be the
proponent of these uncoordinated solutions.
4. The existence of the OAVCofSA tends to
insulate the staff from interaction with the
Secretariat.
5. The development of a strong inter-
disciplinary capability in the OAVCofSA
reinforces the tendency to handle quick-
response actions in-house rather than requir-
ing and assisting the appropriate staff
agencies to become more responsive.
6. The size of the OAVCofSA results in an
increased requirement for more detailed informa-
tion to support the monitoring and review rolc--
a duplication of data available from the staff
results.
7. The principle of management by exception
is violated by the monitoring role.
8. Its existence has an adverse impact on
staff morale since the OAVCofSA projects a
"palace-guard" image.
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9. The OAVCofSA constitutes one more agency
in the coordination exercise. Virtually every
action must touch base with the AVCofSA due to
his broad-based chrtPr.
10. The OAVCofSA is OS.1 oriented and does not
understand or support the Army position.9

ANALYSIS OF CRITICISM

From the point of view of the harrassed, already over super-

vised action officer on the Army General Staff, some of the

criticisms of the OAVCofSA were probably justified and valid.

Consider that in the process of getting a paper from the action

officer to the Chief of Staff the requirements for approvals and

coordination is already staggering, i.e., Action Officer to Branch

Chief--Branch Chief to Division Chief--Division Chief to Director--

Director to Agency Head--Concurrences from one to five or more

other agencies--then, finally, Agency Head to the Chief of Staff.

To this situation, the imposition of another office which may

recommend that the paper be returned (to the Action Officer) for

further analysis or consideration of alternatives may well almost

be the proverbial straw "that breaks the camel's back." However,

let us look at the action from the viewpoint of the Chief of Staff

and the Secretary of the Army and address the foregoing criticisms.

The power and position of the OAVCofSA may inaeed disrupt

and distort the "normal operations" of the staff. However, it

was these "normal operations" which led to the creation of the

office. Responses to OSD which were fragmented, in some cases,

uncoordinated, void of substantive analytical. content, and
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contained no consideration of alternative or trade-off solutions

were some of tie practices the AVCofSA had to eliminate or

minimize in order to make the Army position on resource manage-

ment matters more credible to reviewing authorities.

The comment regarding the requirement for high quality per-

sonnel is certainly valid. However, personnel with analytical

capabilities and training are essential to the performance o the

mission of the OAVCofSA. In this regard, it is interesting to

note the growth in positions requiring advanced degrees in Opera-

tions Research or Systems Analysis which have been validatea

Army-wide since 1963 (Table 1). Manpower management procedures

contain provisions for validation of these requirements and Army

Staff agencies could make use of these provisions to validate

positions for the creation of their own analytic capability.

ARMY SPACES REQUIRING ADVANCED DEGREES IN OR
I0

YEAR SPACES

1963 23

1964 31

1965 116

1966 /.6

1967 449

1968 410

1969 55U

TABLE 1
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The OAVCofSA does, without doubt, get into areas of primary

staff activity at times. One of the reasons is that tight suspense

detes sometimes preclude the normal staff "solution" to a problem

due to the previously discussed layering of supervision and the

requirement for coordination. It has been my experience that, in

such cases, the OAVCofSA action officer calls a point of contact

in thc agency or agencies concerned, gets their input from that

agency point of view, and then develops the response based on his

own knowledge of the requirement and Lhe input received. I submit

that this is, in fact, a form of coordination and the response to

the requesting authority is expedited by this process.

The insulation of the staff from the Secretariat is not a

new phenomenon. As previously noted, the Secretary preferred to

deal with just one or two people on these matters as opposed to

dealing with the entire Army Staff.

The tendency to handle quick-response reactions in-house and

the reasons therefore have been previously discussed. However, it

should be noted that many directives exist which require the OAVCofSA

to assist appropriate staff agencies to become more responsive.

These take the form of general tasking in Chief of Staff Regulations

or the specific tasking for a one-time project in Chief of Staff

Memorandums.

The increased requirement for more detailed information to

support the monitoring and review role results in a better analysis

of proposed staff solutions and may lead to the development of

alternatives not already considered. In turn, the finished
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product is more credible and helpful to those authorities who must

make the final decision.

The organization of the OAVCofSA was determined, in a large

sense, by the principle of "management by exception." You will

recall that each Directorate was established to enable solution

of a previously identified management problem. So, while the

principle may appear to be violated when looking upw&!r from the

Army Staff, it was certainly applied when viewed by the Secretary

and the Chief of Staff.

I will not attempt to refute the "palace-guard image" argu-

ment except to say that an image lies in the eyes of the beholder

and this one perhaps reflects a lack of understanding of the true

functions of the OAVCofSA.

As discussed in the introductory paragraph to this section,

the OAVCofSA does seem to impose one more agency in the coordination

exercise. One of the functions of the organization is, however, to

monitor and review. Implicit in this function is the insurance

that adequate coordination has been accomplished and that all

interest d agencies have provided input to the solution. The

reader will recall that inadequately coordinated and fragmented

responses to requests for information or assigned tasks was one

of the criticisms voiced by OSD and the Army Secretariat of Army

Staff products.

The analybts in the Weapons Systems and Force Planning Analysis

Directorates are certainly OSD oriented in a sense. There is an

almost daily interchange between these people; but to use this as
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an argument that the OAVCofSA does not understand or support the

Army position is entirely specious reasoning. The very reason

for this interchange is to increase the ability to support the

Army position. In many instances this charge is based on the

failure of the OAVCofSA to support a unilateral and parochial

position of one Army Staff agency which OAVCofSA analysts know,

through their contacts with the OSD Systems Analysts, will not be

accepted. I would submit that, in such a case, the OAVCofSA is

supporting the Army to a much greater degree than is the agency

position which will not sell.

The reader may readily see, as a result of the foregoing

analysis, that many of the criticisms are certainly valid when

viewed from the position of the individual Staff agency or action

officer. However, such is not the case as seen by the Chief of

Staff and the Secretary of the Army, who must make the final

decision on what course of action is the best for the entire

Army and is coisistent with guidance received from OSD.

PRIMAR

When the Chief of Staff established the OAVCofSA he had in

mind a specific goal:

a management system that is auditable,
economic, and responsive to change. . . . The
results of this direction when carried out
should, in the course of not more than two
years, provide a modern, updated, integrated
Army resource management system utilizing
fully modern and scientific advances in
resource control and operating with full
regard to costs and related effectiveness.11
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He then set forth his conceptual approach for attaining the

goal he was striving for.

a. The Army has at its disposal a formidable
array of talent and expertise. However, their
efforts are fragmented, are autonomous in many
instances, and must be integrated under central
direction and control to capitalize on their
full capabilities.
b. Under the supermbion of the Deputy Chiefs
of Staff, considerable work is now underway
to improve and modernize their areas of
responsibility. Under the pressure of day-to-
day events during this period of stress, this
effort varies in intensity, thoroughness, and
overall cohesiveness.
c. Under central direction and control and
separated from day-to-day operational respon-
sibility, task forces of experts, aided as
appropriate by contract specialists, can probe
deeply to search out root causes and effects
which are frequently difficult to trace and
devious in impact without interference with
current operations and activities.
d. The first step is to survey the entire
spectrum of Army activity with the assistance
of management consultants. A program of
investigation will then specifically be aimed
at major problem areas.
e. These problem areas will then be addressed
by ad hoc teams, aided by contractor assistance
as appropriate. All levels of organization will
contribute expert personnel for the ad hoc teams
to provide balance and problem understanding.
f. As investigations progress (and work will be
in progress in many areas concurrently), pro-
posals for remedial action will be surfaced for
solution in those cases where there is little
likelihood of impact on areas yet to be
investigated.
g. Alternative solutions proposed by the ad hoc
teams will then be analyzed and correlated, with
the help of management consultants, with detailed
recommendations submitted to the Chief of Staff.
h. Basic to all Army planning, programing,
budgeting, and management are three systems (The
Army's Management Information Systems, Weapons
System Analysis, and Force Planning Analysis)
which must be tied together under central
direction and control. Sufficient study has
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already been accomplished in these areas to
delineate clearly the work to be performed.
The overall study effort must be in consonance
with and relate to these systems.

12

. . . The Assistant Vice Chief of Staff shall
establish . . .

(1) Office, Director of Studies to
supervise the longer range studies.

13

Thus, PRIMAR was born and the echoes of its impact still

reverberate through the halls of the Pentagon today.

Approach

On 4 April 1967, the Chief of Staff approved the conceptual

approach to the PRIMAR study and the publication of the first

directive announcing the purpose and responsibility for the

study.14 The directive announced the overall goal to be "in the

course of not more than two years to provide a uodern, updated,

integrated Army resource planning and management system."15 The

approach envisioned was to divide the study effort into three

phases.

The first phase, designated PRIMAR I, was to be conducted by

the Special Studies Group, Office, Director of Studies, aided by

a contract management consultant firm. After reviewing bids

from several reputable firms, McKinsey and Company, Inc., Management

Consultants, were selected and awarded the contract. The principal

reason for the choice of this firm was the quality of previous work

done for Depectment of the Army and nepartinent of Defense. It was

felt that, in light of this previous experience, the "e,.cation"

time involved in bringing consultants into the program would be

shortened.
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PRIHAR I was envisioned as a survey of current Army management

systems and ongoing improvement efforts In order to develop a plan

for PRIMAR II. The first phase was to be completed within ninety

days. The PRIMAR I effort was constrained by four important

factors.

1. Identify only those problems which are
wholly within the Army's capacity to solve.
2. Confine the effort to the DA level.
3. Focus on the overall system.
4. Define, not solve, the problems.

16

The second phase, PRIMAR II, was the problem solving effort.

In this phase, the specific problems identified during PRhIMAR I

would be addressed by individual ad hoc study groups. Solutions

to the identified problems would be proposed and integrated into

the overall PRIMAR effort in order that a cohesive, balanced

management plan could be developed.

The third phase was designated PRIMAR III and was to provide

the time for installation of the new system and "de-bugging'it.

PRIMAR I

Those of us involved in the PRIMAR effort soon began to compare

our task to that of digging the Panama Canal with a teaspoon. When

one considers the size of the Army staff, its varied functions,

the diversity of expertise and experience among its members, and

the fact that the major focus at that time was on the war in SEA,

the scope of the PRIMAR effort truly beccmes appalling.

35



However, if the "canal" was to be dug, the first teaspoon of

earth had to be turned. Our first problem was to identify the

management systems in use within the Army Staff; their purpose,

i.e., procurement of equipment, procurement of personnel, procure-

ment of facilities, maintenance, supply, training, etc.; a detailed

description of the management process (to include flow charts);

and a description of any ongoing improvement efforts. Because

of time limitations, it was evident that a survey by the Study

Group of each Army Staff Agency was impossible. Therefore, the

Army Staff was tasked, for the first time, to provide the informa-

tion just described.17 The response to this tasking ranged from

superb to useless. In those instances where the requisite

information was not furnished, individual members of the study

team interviewed action officers and supervisors in order to

complete the systems identification. In this endeavor more than

250 management processes and 100 ongoing improvement programs

were identified. 18

With the mass of data thus acqul:ed, it soon became evident

that some systematic approach was required in order to analyze,

collate, and identify problem areas. To meet this requirement

the "Landscape of Army Resources Management" was developed

(Figure 4).19 By use of the "Landscape" we were able to identify

each of the management processes and ongoing improvement projects

with the major resource to be managed and the major Army resource

management function. We were then able to identify the linkages

(or lack thereof) among the various processes.
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"LANDSCAPE" OF ARMY RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
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By use of the "Landscape" we were able to identify the major

shortfalls in the DA system and recommend studies for their

improvement. Twenty-three studies were initially scheduled for

PRIMAR II. However, these were reduced by elimination of two of

Lhe studies and the combination of two others into one study.

Thus, the requirement for PRIMAR II was for twenty separate

studies to address the major problems surfaced during the PRIMAR I

effort. 20

PRIMAR II

As n product of PRIMAR I a plan was developed for conduct-

ing PRIMAR II. As originally envisioned, this phase was to be

completed in one year. The study plan was extremely complicated,

envisioning some studies starting immediately, and others

beginning as Interim Study Products became available from the

earlier studies or as required to feed their products to other

study groups.

During the PRIMAR I effort, it became evident that some

single mechanism was required to integrate the entire Army

Staff management effort. After looking at several methods by

which this might be accomplished, i.e., programing and budgeting

system, force development system, readiness system, etc., it was

decided that an analyais of the Army's primary mission might

provide the answer. As previously discussed, this mission was

essentially to provide fully trained and equipped units for

assignment to the Commanders in Chief of the various unified
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and specified commands for ultimate employment in their combat

role. Therefore, it was decided that the primary effort during

PRIMAR II would be the development of a measure of force readiness

which would allow decisionmakers to evaluate the impact of their

decisions on the readiness of the force as a whole or subelements

of the force structure if they so desired. All other elements

of the ?RIDMR II effort would provide the input to this main

study effort which would develop the integrating mechanism for

the overall resource management system. The other studies would

then evaluate subelements of the resource management system and

point their solutions toward recommending improvementE to manage-

ment efforts as they related to the readiness of the force as a

whole and ways in which the impact of the subelements of the

management system could be measured in terms of force readiness.

The entire range of PRIMAR II studies, the objectives of each,

and General Staff Agency responsible for each is at Appendix 111.2 1

The twenty PRIMAR II studies produced a total of 231 recommenda-

tions for improvements to the Army resource management system. Of

these, 206 were approved by the Vice Chief of Staff and ordered

implemented. 2 2 Among these was the system of readiness displays

developed by Project 1-1; the integrating mechanism for the entire

management process.

PRIMAR III

With the completion of PRIMAR II, the designing of an inte-

grated resource management system and development of a plan for
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the implementation of the approved reco mmendations, the Director

of Studies had fulfilled his responsibilities as originally

envisioned by the Chief of Staff. Supervision of the implementa-

tion phase (PRINAR III) was then transferred to the Director, Force

Planning Analysis.
23

Responsibility for implementation of the approved recomnenda-

tions was assigned to the staff agency having primary interest in

the completed management improvement. It soon became evident that

the process from approving recommendations to implementation of

systems was a long and difficult one. One problem encountered

was that many of the approved subsystems were dependent on success-

ful completion of on-going improvement projects which would require

considerable time and effort to complete. The Personnel Inventory

Analysis model (PIA) was an example of such a project.

As of March 1970, 132 of the 206 approved recommendations

had been implemented. The payoff of some of these was quite

significant. As an example, Project 2-1 had revised the Army

Planning System so as to provide planning documents which would

be of more use to programers and more closely interface with the

JCS and DOD Planning Systems. Consequently, on 4 November 1970,

a revised AR 1-1, The Army Planning System, was published.

On 'he other hand, Project 1-1, The Integrated Readiness

Measurement System, was dependent on the managers of various

resource subsystems (equipment and personnel procurement, training,

supplies, etc.) agreeing on a conmon list of claimants for their

resources and common rules of fill. It was also dependent, for
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automation, on The Army Operations Center System (TARHOCS) computer

being programed to handle the data manipulation and to provide the

output displays. On 30 March 1970 the Vice Chief of Staff

approved the termination of implementation efforts for Project

1-1. The reasons given (and the source of this information, quite

understandably, does not wish to be quoted) were that DCSLOG and

DCSPER could not agree on the common list of claimants or rules

of fill required to project readiness levels of various force

elements. As a side issue, DCSOPS had never appeared pleased

that the system would be automated on the TARMOCS computer. Addi-

tionally, asset data upon -hich to base readiness projections were

not considered accurate enough to make such projections meaningful

to decisionmakers. Thus, because of the lack of willingness to

alter longstanding methods of doing business (due to parochial

interests) and the inability to agree on changes for the common

good, died the mechanism by which the entire system envisioned

by the PRIMAR II effort was to be integrated.

Other PRIMAR recommendations are still in the process of being

implemented by the Army Staff. However, they are now being

monitored by the committee responsible for the Keystone Manage-

ment System.24

Lessons Learned

The resources required to conduct the PRIMAR studies were

extensive, costing the Army over $700,000 in contractual effort,

over 100 man-years of professional Army Staff effort, and over
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two years cf major effort on the part of the principal qtaff

agencies.25 The final utility of the product in relation to the

resources expended may never be fully assessed. However, observa-

tion of the entire effort pointed out some serious shortcomings in

the overall study effort.

First, the two-year time constraint was unrealistic. In a

project of the magnitude and scope of PRIMAR, problem definition

is extremely critical. With only three months to complete the

problem definition phase in an organization as large and complex

as the Army Staff, the study teams were limited as to the depth

of exploration of potential problem areas. Therefore, some

problems which appeared to be significant and warrant further

study in Phase II were later discovered to have a limited impact

upon the objectives of the overall study. Other problems were

later surfaced which should have been included in the scope of

the PRIMAR II plan, thus causing changes.to study directives and

disrupting the work of the study groups affected.

Second, the Army Staff never really supported the PRIMAR

effort. This was quite evident in the manner in which study team

members were received when conducting interviews and, in some

cases, the quality of personnel which Staff agencies provided to

the PRIMAR II study teams. Of course, the natural tendency for

a manager, when required to furnish personnel to an effort not

directly related to his day-to-day operations, is to send the

individuals he can most easily function without. In most cases,

these are the least productive and knowledgeable people in his
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organization. The start-up problems of che PRINAR II studies were

compounded by the assignment of many such personnel to the study

teams.

Third. the assignment of proponency for the individual PRIMAR

II studies to individual Staff agencies affected the objectivity

with which any study should be conducted. In numerous instances,

the study group's findings and recommendations were rejected and

changes directed by the proponent agency. This caused severe

morale problems within the study groups, slippage in scheduled

completion dates, and most important, a final product which did

not necessarily reflect the best solution to the problem being

considered.

Fourth, °tontractor personnel should be used in such an

effort only to address specific problems and then, a specific

product required of them. The education time required for these

personnel to become familiar with rven the most fundamental Army

Staff procedures and functLins adds significantly to the overall

study time by detracting from the efforts of the professional

staffs engaged in the study.

Last, an overall Director for an effort of this magnitude

should be provided. TheoreticRlly, this was the Chief or Vice

Chief of Staff. However, their inv'lvement in day-to-day problems

precluded their active assumption of the role. The Director

should have authority to dismiss unqualified personnel and to

require their replacement, an analytical staff to determine the
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adequacy of study products, and the "clout" to insure the support

of all agencies involved in the effort.
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CHAPTER IV

THE MANAGEMENT ROLE TODAY

We have explored the historical aspects of Army resource

management as they relate to the decision to establish the Office

of the Assistart Vice Chief of Staff and some of the early efforts

of the Office to fulfill its visualized role in the management

of Army resources. Let us now explore the current organization

(Figure 5), functions, and the role which the OAVCofSA plays in

the Army Resource Mdhagement System today.

PLANNING, PROGRAMING, AND BUDGETING

During the McNamara era, the Planning, Programing, and

Budgeting System (PPBS) evolved as essentially being driven by

the OSD Systems Analysts. Draft Presidential Memorandums (DPM)

were produced which gave the services guidance in their programing

and budgeting effort. This guidance might take the form of the

numb3r of divisions authorized, total end strength authorized,

number of days of supplies in the pipeline, and other guidance

of this nature. There was no constraint, however, on the number

of dollars to be included in the service budget as long as the

dollars were to be spent for an approved program.

Consequently, the service budget submissions were based on

their estimate of the money required to provide, train, and equip

the forces authorized by the DPM's. This is not to say that the

budgets were then automatically approved by OSD and Bureau of the
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Budget. Such was far from the truth. Bitter battles raged over

the service estimates of costs and the estimates which OSD thought

were reasonable. These disagreements were usually based on OSD

Systems Analysts refusal to accept the cost factors, the number

of personnel required in the Transient, Training, Patient, and

Student (TTP&S) account, the equipment buy required to sustain a

certain force level, and many other such factors which impacted

on the total budget estimate. It follows that, in most instances,

the services lost these battles. The Army's credibility with the

OSD reviewers did improve, however, with the systems approach to

analysis and justification which was enhanced by the formation of

the OAVCofSA.

When Mr. Laird and Mr. Packard assumed office as Secretary

and Deputy Secretary of Defense in 1969, a change to the management

philosophy of the department occurred; a change which Mr. Laird

has referred to as "participatory management." The implications

and practical application of this philosophy meant that the services

now had to make the hard choices on how to spend their money based

on a dollar target or ceiling assigned by OSD.
2

The new management philosophy as it applied to the PPBS was

placed in effect with the publishing of Department of Defense

Instruction (DODI) 7045.7; The Planning, Programing, and Budgeting

System; dated 29 October 1969 (Appendix IV). The new system

envisioned more participation by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and

the Services in the PPBS cycle. It also provided for the issuance

of Fiscal Guidance by the Secretary of Defense. This guidance
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would prov~le dollar ceilings by Major Five Year Defense Program

within which each Defense agency would construct their annual budget

request. 3 Thus, the services were given the latitude to determine

their own force structure and other budget elements within the

dollar guidance provided. This meant that the services now had

to make the decisions which had previously been made for them by

OSD. In turn, the services were required to do much of the

analysis for balance and trade-off which had previously been

accomplished at the higher review level. OSD would then make

the decisions in regard to competing weapons systems or forces

between services which were designed to perform essentially the

same mission.

It can be readily seen that the requirement fcr review,

analysis, coordination, and integration of all DA General Staff

agency inputs became even more vital than previously since each

of the Major Five Year Defense Programs were assigned to various

agencies within Headquarters, DA to manage (Table 2)4  Until

the new system became effective, these functions were charged to

the Program Budget Advisory Committee (PBAC) insofar as they

applied to the annual budget submission and the DA segment of

the Five Year Defense Program (FYDP). 5 This committee was chaired

by the Director of the Army Budget and consisted of the Directors

within each Major Staff agency having responsibility for program-

ing and budgeting for that agency. The committee had no staff to

perform independent analysis and its operation was, at best, a

give and take session until some point of impasse was reached.
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DA PROGRAM DIRECTORS FOR MAJOR FYDP PROGRAMS 4

PROGRAM TITLE DIRECTOR

1 Strategic Forces ACSFOR

2 General Purpose Forces ACSFOR

3 Intelligence ACSI

3 Communications ACSC-E

4 Airlift/Sealift DCSLOG

5 Guard and Reserve Forces CORC

6 Research and Development CRD

7 Central Supply and Maintenance DCSLOG

8 Training, Medical, and Other
General Personnel Activities DCSPER

9 Administration and Associated

Activities DCSPER

10 Support of Other Nations ACSFOR
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At this time all points still in contention were referred to the

Chief or Vice Chief of Staff for decision. Additionally, as a

t "committee of peers" its chairman had no directive authority to

esolve issues without going to the Chief or Vice Chief of Staff.

in recognition of the problems posed by the new PPBS, the

Vice Chief of Staff directed the Comptroller of the Army (COA)

to make an examination of the Army's organization and procedures

in the aree of programing and budgeting and to make appropriate

recounendatiot,s as to how they might be improved. The study

committee was to include representatives of the AVCofSA, DCSPER,

ACSFOR, and DCSLOG.6 The COA agreed strongly with the requirement

stated by the VCofS and chaired the study committee persondly.
7

As a result of the work of the Committee on Army Financial

Management and in recognition of the need for strong, centralized

management of the Army Programing System, the Assistant Vice Chief

of Staff was given the responsibility for management of the

system.8 The implementing directive (CSR 5-10) is worded so as

to leave no doubt as to the identity of the Army's Master Pro-

grammer.

4. RESPONSIBILITIES.
a. The Vice Chief of Staff, Army is respon-
sible for the discipline, guidance, and
management of the Army Programing System. .

b. The Assistant Vice Chief of Staff, Army
(AVCofSA) will discharge primary Army Staff
responsibility for--

(1) Developing and supervising the Army
Programing System.
(2) Developing program guidance and
coordinating program guidance with the
appropriate elements of the Army Secretariat.
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(3) Guiding the Army Staff in actions
relevant to the development of the Army
Program and reviewing, monitoring, and
coordinating the Army Staff responses to
program guidance.

5. PROCEDURES. In the Exercise of his responsi-
bilities the AVCofSA will initiate required guidance
for the preparation of programs and documents of
the Army Programing System.

9

In another directive, the responsibility of the OAVCofSA was

restated:

a. The function of directing and coordinating

all programing activities within the Army Staff
to meet the xquirements of the revised Planning,
Programing, and Budgeting System is assigned to
Office, Assistant Vice Chief of Staff (OAVCofSA).
In this connection the Director, Force Planning
Analysis is redesignated "Director of Planning and
Programing Analysis.10

The work of the Committee on Army Financial Management resulted

in further modification to the Programing and Budgeting System

within the Army. A senior committee, chaired by the AVCofSA, with

membership consisting of the DCS)PS, DCSPER, DCSLOG, COA, CRD,

CORC, ACSFOR, ACSI, and ACSC-E was established. This group,

entitled the Selected Committee (SELCOM), was to:

a. Consider and interpret guidance from the
Secretary of Defense, Secretary of the Army,
and CofSA.
b. Consider proposed guidance, analyses, and
recommendations from subordinate committees
and other sources designated by the committee.
c. Develop a coordinated Army Staff position
on major resource programing and utilization
matters and recommend courses of action, when
required, to the CofSA . . .
d. Make program, budget, and funding decisions
within the bounds of established policy and
guidance.11
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This action insured that the senior Department of the Army officials

responsible for management of segments of the overall Army Resource

Management System participated in, were aware of, and voiced their

opinions on resource-related matters.

Two sub-committees were also established to assist the SEICO

in its function of managing the Army Programing System. These

were the Budget Review Committee (BRC) and the Program Guidance

Review Co ittee (PGRC).

The Budget Review Committee was to:

. . . consist of the Director of Army Budget,
OCA (chairman); Director of Planning and
Programing Analysis, OAVCofSA; and the Directors
having responsibility for budgeting in: ODCSOPS,
ODCSPER, ODCSLOG , OCRD, ORD, OACSFOR, OACSI, and
OACSC-E.

12

The purpose of the organization of the BRC was to "review and

analyze Army budgeting actions . . . and to prepare budget

analyses, and make recommendations to the SELCOM.''13 Further,

the Director of the Army Budget, OCA was required to provide

analytical support for the committee; a capability not available

to the old PBAC.

The Program Guidance Review Committee was to:

. . . consist of the Director of Planning and
Programing Analysis, OAVCofSA (chairman);
Director of the Army Budget, OCA; Assistant
Director of the Army Budget (0MA), OCA; and
the Directors or Division Chiefs having
responsibility for programing in: ODCSOPS,
ODCSPER, ODCSLOG, OCRD, ORC, OACSFOR, OACSI,
and OACSC-E.

14

The purpose of establishing the PGRC was to "develop proposed

guidance, review, and analyze Army programing actions, . . . and

54



make recommendations to the Chairman of the SEICOI.41 5 Further,

the Director of Planning and Programing Analysis was to provide

analytical support for the committee.

These actions were extremely significant in that programing

and budgeting were now to be recognized and treated as separate

functions; each receiving the attention they deserve and with

management interest and involvement at the highest level. Addi-

tionally, actions in both areas now had a solid base of analysis

upon which decisions could be made. Finally, the responsibility

for decisionmaking in both areas was returned to the Chief of

Staff level by virtue of the AVCofSA chairing the SEICOM and being

designated as the Staff Agency with primary responsibility for

managing the Army's Programing System.

The functioning of the OAVCofSA in the Army Programing System

is in two directions. First; the translation of OSD guidance to

the members of the Army Staff having responsibility for each

particular program and second; the review, analysis, and develop-

ment of alternatives to staff proposals for presentation to decision-

makers. As stated by the incumbent AVCofSA, Lieutenant General

William E. DePuy, "The single most important function of my office

is that of master programing."
16

One important segment of the PPBS which is still less than

satisfactory is that portion which requires the dissemination of

timely and effective program and budget guidance to subordinate

commands. The AVCofSA and Director of the Army Budget (OCA) are

aware of lis problem and are working to find a solution.
17

55



Rapidly changing guidance or delayed decisions from OSD are

extremely complicating factors which must be overcome.

Before leaving this section dealing with the PPBS, it should

be noted that the system discussed here is, even now, in the

process of change. 18 While it may be the intent of Mr. Laird

and Mr. Packard to decentralize management in the DOD, it appears

that there may be a move afoot to further centralize Defense

management at the Defense Program Review Comittee and National

Security Council levels. The impact or the certainty of such a

move cannot be assessed at this time. In any event, it would

appear that the role of the OAVCofSA would become even more

important should such a higher level of centralization materialize.

OTHER FUNCTIONS

The currently approved functions of the OAVCofSA are set

forth in CSR 10-25, "ORGANIZATION AND FUNCTIONS: Office of the

Chief of Staff" dated 4 March 1968. Since the initial publica-

tion, three changes have been issued to this regulation; the

latest dated 2 May 1969. It is anticipated that the entire

regulation will be republished later this year as CSR 10-10 and

under the same title. At Appendix V is the proposed functional

statement for the OAVCofSA and all its subordinate elements.
19

Additional responsibilities of the OAVCofSA can be found in other

CSR's relating to specific projects or subsystems of the resource

management system.

56



Among these is the responsibility to monitor all Army Staff

activity relating to the management of prepositioned materiel

configured to, unit sets.20 The concept of this activity is that

of prepositioning materiel for units scheduled for deployment

and assignment to unified commands in the event of a contingency

requiring such movement. Army Staff agencies having responsibility

in this area are DCSOPS, DCST.OG, and ACSFOR. Hence, we see again

the OAVCofSA assigned a monitoring role to insure coordination

and integration of the efforts.

Another example is the responsibilityof the OAVCofSA as

related to the Army Force Programing System21 and in preparation

of the Army Force Development Plan.22 In both instances the

OAVCofSA is charged with "assisting Army Staff agencies on force

structure requirements and readiness, manpower, and materiel

matters . . .,,23 associated with each of the activities. Addi-

tionally, the office is to provide "guidance and assistance in

developing and applying manual and automated models to determine

force structure requirements, and to compare costs, capabilities,

and readiness levels."24 Army Staff agencies involved in Force

Programing are ACSFOR, DCSPER, DCSOPS, DCSLOG, COA, ACSI, and

ACSC-E. In this instance we see the OAVCofSA not only performing

a monitoring role but actively assisting the various staff

agencies by providing input in the form of systems analysis

techniques in order that the final product may reflect alterna-

tives and trade-off considerations.

57



Another excellent example of the role of the OAVCofSA can be

found in the CSR pertaining to cost estimating and cost analysis.
25

Although the Comptroller of the Army is assigned primary staff

responsibility for these functions, he is charged to coordinate

with the OAVCofSA in maintaining "computerized cost models that

determine cost impacts of changing siwxes of forces and deployments." ' 2 6

Further, the COA, in coordination with the OAVCofSA is charged to

"communicate directly with the Office, Assistant Secretary of

Defense (Systems Analysis) and Office, Assistant Secretary of

Defense (Comptroller), when required to assure DOD cost compara-

bility."27 Here we see the attempt to assure increased acceptance

of the Army submissions at highe r echelons of review.

Although not specifically clarged, the AVCofSA performs

another vital function. Anyone who has served on the Army Staff

is aware of the extensive prebrief, brief, and debrief procedures

established in order to prepare the Chief of Staff and his Opera-

tions Deputy for their roles in the corporate body of the Joint

Chiefs of Staff. The Assistant Vice Chief of Staff has assumed

the same role as it relates to resource management by providing

the Secretary of the Army the information he requires when discus-

sing resource related questions with the Secretary of Defense.
28

Many other examples could be cited as illustrations of the

practical application of the charter of the OAVCofSA. However,

the foregoing, when coupled with the functional statement for the

Director of Management Information Systems, serve to point out

the role played by the AVCofSA in the management of Army resources.
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How useful has this role been to the Army Staff and reviewers

at higher echelons! The comment of Colonel John Currier, Executive

Officer to the Comptroller of the Army, is an indication of the

answer to this question. "The Army Staff's ability to manage the

dollar crises of the past year was greatly enhanced by the existence

of the Office of the Assistant Vice Chief of Staff."29  Colonel

Currier vent on to say that the analytical capability and the

ability to provide a credible response in a short period of time

were the principal factors contributing to the successful performance

of the OAVCofSA.

Thus we have seen how the Office of the Assistant Vice Chief

of Staff has attempted to resolve the problems of lack of integra-

tion among and between the various staff agency efforts; the lack

of review, analysis, and consideration of trade-offs in force and

weapons systems programs; and the fractionalization, diversity,

and lack of interface among information systems. When taken

singly, one might feel that the impact of any of the aforementioned

problems on the resource management effort is not overly significant.

However, when viewed in their entirety, realizing the impact which

a shortfall in any of the areas will create in others, the solution

to any of the problems becomes extremely significant.

History will judge the effectiveness of this attempt to solve

the problems of resource management. When viewed in the light of

its apparent results, one can only deduce that it is a vast improve-

ment over the efforts which had previously sought to solve the

ever-changing resource management equation. The initial objections
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to the new organization by some members of the Army Staff are

certainly valid from the viewpoint of the agencies and individuals

concerned. How, ver, analysis indicates that most of the objections

were based on wounds which were essentially self-inflicted. Until

the Army Staff is able to solve the problems of resource manage-

ment by normal staff coordination procedures, then an agency such

as the Office of the Assistant Vice Chief of Staff is required.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS

The conclusions drawn from this study are as follows:

a. The arena within which the management of Army resources

must he conducted can be traced to the National Security Act of

1947 and its amendments through the Department of Defense Reorgani-

zation Act of 1958. These statutes provided for the establishment

of the Department of Defense and consequently, the directive

authority of the Secretary of Defense.

b. The primary mission of the Army today is that of

resource management, i.e., procuring, training, and equipping

forces to be assigned to unified or specified commands for

ultimate employment in the combat role.

c. The Army Resource Management System was not

responsive to the recuirements placed on it as a result of the

OSD systems approach to management. Responses to OSD were not

timely nor were they credible.

d. The core of the Office of the Assistant Vice Chief

of Staff, Army was established at the direction of OSD. This

was the Force Programing and Analysis Office, established in

1966 and now known as the Directorate for Planning and Program-

ing Analysis.

e. The decision to form the Office, Assistant Vice

Chief of Staff, Army was made in recognition of additional
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resource management problems not addressed by FPAO and the necessity

for top-level direction of resource management efforts.

f. The Office, Assistant Vice Chief of Staff, Army, has

been effective in resolving many of the resource management problems

and in directing efforts toward the solution of others. This is

evidenced by the increasing credibility of the Army position on

resource-related matters shown at the higher levels of review.

g. In response to the dynamic nature of the field of

resource management, a requiremeut for the Office, Assistant Vice

Chief of Staff, Army or some other office performing essentially

the same functions, will continue to exist for the foreseeable

future.

/ JOHN R. MARTIN
LTC, US Army
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September 1:1, 1965
,: . NUMBER 5141.1

,..

Department of Defense Directive

SUBJECT Assistant Secretary of Defense (Systems Analysis)

I GENERAL

Pursuant to the authority vested in the Secretary of Defense
under the provisions of Title 10, United States Code, one of the
authorized positions of Assistant Secretary of Defense is hereby
designated the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Systems Analysis)
with the responsibilities, functions, and authorities as prescribed
herein.

1I RESPONSIBILITIES)

The responsibilities of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Systems Analysis) are:

1. To review, for the Secretary of Defense, quantitative
requiremento including forces, weapon systems, equipment,
personnel, and nuclear weapons*

Z. To assist the Secretary in the initiation, monitoring.
guiding, and revie-wing of requirements studies and cost-effective-
ness studies.

3. To encourage the uae of the best analytical methods
throughotit the Department of Defenie.

4. To conduct or particip:te in special studios as directed
by the Secretary of Defenae.

LI F A p1 y

AUTHOry FILE:
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i Il FUNCTIONS

Under the direction, authority and control of the Secretarypf
Defense, the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Systems Analysis) shall
perform the following functions:

1. Develop measures of cost and effectiveness in order to
make quickly and accurately analyses of a variety of alternative
programs of force structure, weapons systems, and other military
capabilities projected over a period of several years.

2. Assemble, consolidate, summarize, and present data in
various forms so as to show the total implications of alternative
programs in terms of relative costs, feasibility and effectiveness and
the problems of choice involved.

3. Analyze and review quantitative requirements in the
.vUowing functional fields:

a, Force Structures.

b. Total Manpower.

c. Weapons Systems and Major End Items of Materiel; )
e. g. bombs, torpedos, ships, v- hicies, ammunition.

d. Nuclear Weapons.

e. Transportation, including mobility and deployment.

f. IWfora .mion and communication eye s closely
r. .4 with Qw s4pave re~irenvsts.

4. Amelyze aA review quartitatlve military reqair~er.nt of
allied andl other foreign countries.

5. Assist the Secretary of Defense in initiating, monitoring,
guiding, reviewing and summarizing requirements studies.

6. Participate in review of Consolidated Programs for
command, control, communication, and intelligence functional activities.
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7. Develop planning guidance and effectiveness criteria to
be used in the determination and compilation of requirements by DoD
components for materiel, weapons, transportation and information and
communications systems for command and control and intelligence.

8. Review overall force guidance and associated plans.

9. Analyze im-pact upon civilian economy of DoD utilization
of resources in above functional areas.

10. Provide special support to the Secretary of Defense for
DoD participation in those non-defense governmental programs
assigned by the Secretary of Defense and in which VoD has strong
interest, to include e. g., the Supersonic Transporc Program, mari-
time subsidies, oil imports, and like programs but to exclude such
programs as Civil Works which are assigned by Congress to specific
DoD components.

II. Perform such other functions as the Secretary of Defense
may assign.

IV RELATIONSHIPS

A. In the performance of his functions, the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Systems Analysis) shall:

1. Coordinate actions, as appropriate, with DoD
components having collateral or related functions ia the field of his
assigned responsibility.

2. Maintain active liaison for the exchange of information
and advice with DoD components, as appropriate.

3. Make full use of established facilities in the Office of
the Secretary of Defense and other DoD components rather than un-
necessarily duplicating such facilities.

B. The heads of all DoD components and their staffs shall
cooperate fully witi, the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Systems
Analysis) and his staff in a continuous effort to achieve efficient
administration of the Department of Defense and to carry out effect-
ively, the direction, authority, and control of the Secret-ary of Defense.

7
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V AUTIIOUITIES

A. The Assistant Secretary of Defense (Systems Analysis)
in the course of exercising full staff functions, is hereby delegated
authority to:

1. Issue instructions and one-time directive-type
memoranda, in writing, appropriate to carrying out policies approved
by the Secretary of Defense for his assigned responsibilities in
accordance with DoD Directive 5025. 1. Instructions to the military
deparunents will be issued through the Secretaries of those departments
or their designees.

2. Obtain such information, advice, and assistance from
DoD components as he deems necessary.

3. Communicate directly with heads of DoD components
including the Secretaries of the military departments, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff and the Directors of the Defense Ageacles.

4. Establish arrangements for DoD participation in those
non-defense governmental programs for which he has been assigned
primary staff cognizance.

I

5. Communicate directly with all governmental agencies
participating with DoD in those non-defense governmental programs
for which he has been assigned primary staff cognizance.

B. Other authorities and functions heretofore specifically
delegated by the Secretary of Defense to various OSD elements which
are hereby specifically delegated to the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Systems Analysis), will be referenced in an enclosure to this
directive.

VI EFFECTIVE DATE

This directive is effective tipon publication. Whenever the
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Systems Analysis) assumes responsi-
bility for a function assigned him under the terms of this directive,
all DoD components will review their existing directive, instructions,
and other issuances for conformity. Two copies of all publications
issued in implementation shall be forwarded to the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Administration) for record purposes.

Enclosure - 1 Deputy ecretary of Defense

Add'l Del/Auths.
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Enclosure I

References to Other Authorities Specifically Delegated
by the Secretary of Defense to the Assistant.Secretary

of Defense (Systems Analysis) in Other Directives

No othdr authorities have been specifically delegated by

the Secretary of Defense to the ASD(SA) as of the date of this

directive. Any future specific delegations will be referenced in

an enclosure to this directive.

75A09793
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-Lffctive "nt'li 15 Febuary 1,5"8 unless sooner rescind,, or aper...4ed.

U ITED STATES ARY
" he Chief of Staff

.320 (16'Feb 1967) 16 February 1967

xz_. 0: ,E."D FOR: HEADS OF ARMY STAFF AG CIES

SUBJZCT: Reorganization of the Office, Chief of Staff

: Background

a. The -ecretary -of iefense, upon-taking -office in 1961, ini-
"ia.tad a broad i-vestigation and analysis of Department of Defense ac-
ti v -z es aimed at ,inproving management and the utilization of resources.'Us effort 'ha,. continued wherever management weaknesses have manifested

themselves.

b. The Department of the Army Board of Inquiry into Logistics
Syst,az has, over the past 18 months, probed deeply into its area of in-
veszigation and has proposed a wide range of _broblem solutions, long ind
short range, to improve the Army's logistics posture and make better use
of resources provided to the logistics system. This aalysis received
sVOdy priority, as Project 80's implementation in 1962 'completely re-
vaipd the Army's logistics apparatus. There was a need for a thorough
a .aysis of Project 80's .mpactj as well as of the logistical procedures
and c.antrols .fnich underwent drastic change as an inevitable coroequence
of Project 80.

2. Obje. tives. This memorandum has two objectives:

a. To expand the method of approach employed by the Logistics
2oard of Inquiry to cover the remaining ra.ge of Army resources at all
levels: personreel forces, research and development, and funds. As
all of these resource systems relate to each other, they must be em-
braced urder oAe all-encornpassing analysis effort. Analysis in these
functionai areas will not be sequential, but Will be undertaken as a
part of a total package with due regard tQ the approved recommei.dations
of the Logistics Board of Inquiry.,

-b. To centrally manage and control the three systems which
have A tiajor impact on all functional areas: Management Inoimation
Systems, Weapon 'Systems Analysis, and Force Planning Ana. ysis. The de-
vel'opment of these systems mast receive priority effort and they must
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ce. placed in a keystone position under the umbrella of the total analy-
sis ef.ort. T-he Management Information Systems prescribe the approach
to .. .emen" and" analysis of requirements and availability of re-
sourcs in relation to plan or program and provide for massive data re-
&aczion and analysis in order to surface, at the earliest possible time'
roenzic1 problem areas for management attention. Weapon Systems Anily-
s.S _aures al2te. ative solutions to the mix of personnel, forces, lo
gistical sup=6rt, and funds. Force Planning Analysis compares alternative
forces and their costs against mission capabilities.
S. Goa._. he centrally managed system envisaged is needed to. better

orient our staff operatio!' to attain and maintain that degree of Army
readiness reouired to meet the security interests of the United States.
The cbjectives listed in paragraph 2 are designed to assist the .Army in
a~ecving; izs ultimate objective to field and support fully at any time
any reasonable required mix of forces, fully ready, Vith adequate sus-"
ta-.ng power. To achieve these Objectives, a management system that is
waitabLe, economi.cal, and responsive to change is requiredi The results
o: this directive when cari'ried out should, in the course of not more than
rto yea's, provide a modern, updated, integrated Amy resource planning

ad magement system utilizing fully modern and scientific advances in,
resource control and operating with full regard to costs and related ef-fectiv-eness.

4. ConcePtual Approach

a. The Army has at its disposal a f6rmidable. array of taent
anc exnertise. However, their eftors are fragmented, are autonomous in
-z.!y instances, and must be integrated under central direction and con-
trol to capitalize on their full capabilities.

b. Under the supervisipn of the -eputy Chiefs of Staff, con-
siderale work is now underway - improve and modernize th4eir areis of
respotsibility. Under the pressure of day-to-day events daring this
period of stress, this effort varies in intensity, thoroughness, and
overall cohesiveness.

c. Under central direction and control and separated from day-
to-day operational responsibility, task forces of experts, aided as ap-
_ropriate by contract specialists, can probe deeply to search out root
causes and effects which are frequently' qifficult to trace and devious
in impact without interference with current operations and activities.

d. The first step is to survey the entire spectrum of Army ac-
tivit with the asistance of management consultants. A program of in-
vesti-ation will then be specifially aimed at major problem areas.
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! Theze .-Daelm areas wil then. be addressed by ad hoc teams,
ai6ed by nontraczor assistance as appropriate. All levels of oraniza-
ziez_.. contribte expert mersonnel for the ad hoc teams to provide
balance ad problem understanding.

A.s ivest- ati~ns progress (and work will be in process in-brogrs % -ro
==y aaas cotcurreny., proposals for remedial action will be surfaced
;.oz t-iate solution in, those cases where th, r is little likelihood
of inpacz on areas yet to be in-estigated.

g. Alternative solutions proposed by the ad hoc teams w.fL1 then
be analyzed and correlated. with the help of management consultants, .with
detailed recommendatiors submitted to the Chief of Staff.

h. Basic to all Army planning, programing, budgeting, and man-
agement are the three systems (the Army's Mxnagement Information Systems,
Weapon Syszems Analysis, and Force Planhing Analysis) which must be tied
together under cenitra direction and control. Sfficient study has al-
ready been accomplished in these areas to delineate clearly the work to
be performed. The overall study effort must be in consonance with and
relate directly to these systems.

5. Estab2.ishmenz. There is hereby established an Office, Assistant
Vice Chief of Staff in the Office, Chief of Ataff.

6. Organization and Functions

a. The Assistant Vice Chief of Staff shall establish-

(1) Office, Director of Studies to supervise the longer
range szvdies. For this purpose, jne will utilize the resources of the
Office _recto of Special Studi,:s. He will analyze the tasks outlined
in paragraph 4 ab6ve and will ubmit to the Chief of Staff within 30 days
an outline plaA of action and an estimate of additional resources required,
includins conzractor assistance. As this work mast be compatible with
decisions stemming from ;he Logistics Board of inquiry, the Director of
Studies ill maintain close coordination with the Army Staff agencies re-
sposible for the implementation of those decisions. He will also con-
zirnue to monitor those studies now underway in the Office, Director of
Special Studies.

(2) Office, Director of 14anagement Information Systems, Of-
-'fice, Director of Weapon Systems Analysis, and Office, Director of Force

Planninm Analysis. Functions of the Directors are specified at Inclosure
1. Upon establishment of these Directorates, the Special Assistant for
Arry information and Data Systems and the Director of Force Planning and
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! Ar- l' =i-- ffi 'd~ll ir c:! aad their reGsources made availabl-e

o " C.ze f of Staff. 7he Assistant Vice Chief of Staff

k w_ .z -i O o .hc Chif o1 Staff within 15 days his requirements for
) aiJzlra1 resources necessary to carry out the concept of operations

for zhese Dzrectorates outlined at Inclosure 2. Weapons categories are
.Iszed at inclosure .

b. AIDSCOMX, as a class ItI activity, will be. transferred to, the
Ass-;szanz Vi ce C*,-ef of Staff. Ts primary :%4ction will be to proviz
management information for the' ecrdeay of the Army and Chief of Staff,
as direcz:ed by the Director, Management information Systems. It 'will
p:ovide AD servine for the Force Plann ing dnd Cost Model outlined at
Inclosure 2 and for Force Accounting :System and NAADS.

c. An orgarniation chart for the Assistant Vice Chief of Staff,
-cc include tentative resource allocations, is at Inclosure 4.

7. Responsibilizies. With respecz to functions to be performed by
tge Army General Staff, the following actions will be taken:

a. DCSLOG and DCSPE, in order to avoid duplication and provide

in.erface with the Director of Weapon Systems Analysis, will provide

for interfaces in the weapons categories listed at Inclosure 3.

b. COP. will--

(i) Transfer to the Assistant Vice Chief of Staff cost
Sa-n~Iysts to construct the cost model and to assist in weapon systems
c-alysis and force planning analysis.

(2) With resources to be made available by AIDSCOM, will
establish an AD? capability to relieve AIDSCCM of all functions it now
perfo.rms, less those specified in paragraph 6b above.

k3) Assume responsibility as the primary Army Staff Con-
zact point with the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Financial Manage-
m~a nt) in the capacity as Army Senior Policy Official for automatic data

' processing.

(4) Control the operating functions of the Computer Systems
. Directorate currently under AIDSCOM, (The Director, Management Informa-

Taon Systems will provide guidance to COA to insure the integration of
hardware and software systems as related to management information needs.)
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c. 'ns direczive does not change in aAy way -th existing
"h=&l's', of com=nication between te Army Staff and the field-com-

as Gan~mal, United States Arzy
Chief of Staff

A

Sus'per.se:

3 arch 1967 - Request additioral, esources required.
18 a arch 1967 - Submit outline plan of action.
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u c. ns of the A.ssistant Vice Chiuf of Staff

1. Responsibla for an Army-wide study effort for the Chief of
Szaff.aimed at i m proving performance and effectiveness in all
f-.nc-ional areas, with due regard for economy of resources.

2. Iesponsible for developing and integrating the DA Management.- a-ation System to permit commanders at all levels to identiy major

pro!em areas at the earliest possible time, and evaluate program
~ar~nativa.,

3. Resonsible for developing, prescribing guidanze, and monitoring
orce planning/costing models and systems designed to assess cost/

effectiveness and force alternatives or resource changes.

4. Evaluates force structure alternatives and the resulting inte-
gzated resource implications for manpower, materiel and funds.

5. esponsible for the establishment of thresholds eow-the level
of the Secretary of the Army for the approval of authorization documents#

6. Responsible for developing guidance and processing:, with recom-
mandations, DA positions through the Chief of Staff to the Secretary of

.tha -my on force-oriented issues and on Draft Presidential Memoranda
thaz directl.y involve DA resources.

7. Resonsible for prescribing guidance and monitoring analyses
,i'..nc identify weapon systems alternatives, the resources required to
im , men those alternatives, and actions required to acco.plis -the
preferred alternatives.

So Acs as a ce.tral point of contact for information concerning
mana..,ent information systems, weapon system analysis and force planning
required by outside agencies and maintains close liaison with appropriate
staff elements of OSD and the Army Secretariat.

9. Responsible for developing and prescribing the guidance for
and integration of Army actions in phase with the timetable of the
Planning, Programing, and Budgeting Cycle.

10. Responsible for keeping the Secretary of the Army and the Chief
,-of Staff directly informed with respect to matters within his functional
area of responsibility,.
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uunctioar of the D/Iractor, Mazageze-t Difomation Systems

gi Xv.lops, designs and coxtrols the DA management information
'.: ..n. 5&caxin_ conjunction with the Director of PPA, the

oz information required by the Secretary of the Army and Chief
of Seaff for effective managemant control of DA requirements and resources
. .uperv.1e3s the design and =onitors these DA data collection and

z.4kytical anazmen t systems.

2. ?rovIdce cechnical experts to staff agencies in the areas of
m.,emetit information and control systems design, data reduction,
varifczcion and analysis techniques and management display concepts.

3. DEvlo-s and m.nitors overall plans, policies, objectives and
pororams wich insure the development of functional DA information and
data syscens hat are cohesiv*, integrated, non-duplicative and represent
mt-x-i.u= utilizarion ol availabple resources,

4. Develops pomcias a-d procedures for standadz n information
elements and code tod pezut the iatgration of manpower, materiel and
synnc.s data into a cohesive information system for requirements and
resource analysis.

3. Xonaitors and a.-'ists in coordinating research and development
projects i: the atomatic data processing and management information and
science fields.

6. Revie-as and evaluates data autoxaation require-n-ts, :includi.ng
systems devulopment- activities. Ch airs the Data Atoilation Panels

7. Provides guidance to COA to insure the integration of ADP hard-
ware and software systems as related to management information needs.

11c1 1 to Intl 1
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I Functions of .e Drector, Force Planning Analysis

1. Responsible for developing, providing guidance, and monitoring
force pla-ing/cost =odels and sytcs tLize to assess rapidly the
coZZ/effec:iveness and posslble trade-offs-and/or alternatives to pro-
posed force concepts or changes.

2. Plans and conducts studi4s to aply systems analysis, gaming
a-. simulation techmiques, cast/effecriveaess and other methodologies to
the aaalysis of force structure and associated resource implications and
balatc es.

3. Designs and monitors systcms ad automated models which are
ca?a .le of developing altert-aive forca analyses to variable inputs of
zcen.arios, military responses, force cmpositionst deploymcats and other
elements.

4. lntarprets OSD guidance on force structure and prescribes
bound-ries within which teArmy force structure will be prepared.

5. Reviews and analyzes DA authorization, documents within thresholds
to 'be prescribed.

6. In conjunction with the Director of Management Information Systems,..
prescribes the design ..d monitors the DA Management nformation System,
including tha FAS, .INAS, and the asset information systems.

7. Responsible for developing guidance for the Army Staff and
revie s recommended DA positions for pr.sentation to the Secretary of the
Army through the Chief of Staff on force-oriented issues and on Draft
Presidential Nexoranda that involve DA resouices.

Znci 2 to Incl 1
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~c~~rs~f Le ircctor, Wao Sysu.ms Analysis

. ornsiKq. for ?r~scribing guidance and monitoring analyses
_;.acify wL. ?4un sybt.m zltrn'aivas, the resources requirced to

carry ouz zhaosa alteratives, and4 accions r,:quired to achieve ",a

W.Avs t%, A.:-.iant V-Lce Chief of- Staff on matters of
weapo' Sy.,:tc prograing and repro-ramz.ng.

3. ReLoflsjIble for developing guidance and processing recoinenda-
ti6ons on Draft Presidential ',rnorazda and Program Change Requests that
ara weapon- system oriernted.

incl 3 to Incl 1
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T,_r~c: r ov aage.nt information Systems concept of Operati.os

1. '7.e basic cizlon o. the Directo=" of Yanagement Information
SFs= -3 to coordinate, guide and coztrol the development of DA-Wide
".-cron :nd data systa to insure the timely availability to man-

..... tof n_,ful in-fo=.1tion (as centrasted to numerical data).
A naolr a l-ent of -Zh Is mission is the develoment anr dissenation of
t=.Z. .....es, conaeapt ad displays for massive data reduction and analysis
an order to zurface Proble arezs early for necessary management attention.

2. 'The conacvpt for the davelopmnt and design of a DA Management
~.za"t-, Cc Ctrol System 16B Za follows:

a. "-o= czch furct:onal ar (ODCSL3, ODCSPM, OCRD, OCA, OkC,
CLC Z32 :,..d OACS7C2G.) m at4 miimam essential elemz:ts of informtion

_.( ,L. (i- ccz:gnUa~ion with these Jaacies) azd guidance issued
...o~ he veo.~t an r..6enance of data banks, in each of the fun..:tioual,

'rca.a. lt is tha in t1 Azt each functional manager eztablish and maintain
.i o "_ub;yst-n" data bank in conc:ast to one massive system. Only
-,z uu=_ - ry ifdo---tion which has been thoroughly analyzed and defined by
"ch fuct.onal director will be integrated for Chief of Staff level
anaJysia.

b.' Audit trails for changes in each "subsystem" data bank will
be built into *the syste- , together with means of assuring the validity
of the c-cta.

c. it is the ultixta goal to develop a co-mpletely automated
data syztam; hcwever. sami-automated and/or manual systems will be utilized
cs reouired in order to obtain the maximum capabilities at the earliest

d. in objcive is the reduction of workload and elimination
of consid(.able duplcL:ic'n. Every effort will be made to utilize or
refine e:.isting or avaizble data since we have neither the time nor
resourcez to craeate new -raportin and info-mation systems. Only minimum
essential data wil be placed in the data banks and those reports found
non-productive will be eliminated.

3. lar-ge scale and independent Research and Development effort
will be initiatedp assisted primarily by contractor personnel, for the*
purpose of developing DA knowledge and aipertise in the areas of manage-
ment information and control systems desigr., data reduction, verifica-
tion and analysis techniques and " en display concepts. The
objective here is to develop and disseminate, throughout the Army, capa-
bilities that will permit the maximum utilization dnd exploitation of
ADP and information systems, for the benefit of management and not as
more "bookke¢eeping devices."
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W,-z.on Sysccms Analysis Dirctcrate Concept of Operations

1. T.4.: purpose oi the Weapon Systems Analysis Directorare is to
oltaia ansars zo questions such as tha following:

a. Uhich weaporn system or weapon systems mix can beat mee t
a gvan threat or set of threat scen -:io-r ?

b. At what point in ti=e i -, introduction of a new system
us :16f Qd?

c. .-. whzz poin: in zime can the system currently operational
be st i bly raplacgd?

. . arc the kay as.pects of performance and/or characteristics
. uJary justify its existenca

:n. the course of obtaining answers to these and related questions,
. a- on. . Systas Analysis Directorate will make max.inum utilization of

e:xisti; capabilities. It will prescribe the nature of the analysis re-
quired, the key variables to be considered, and the level of detail
expected in the studies. The Weapon Systems Analysis Directorate will
aid the organizations performing the studies in the development of the
necessary ana.yt-c and simulation models and will closely monitor the
progrezs of studies to assure answers that are responsive to the needs of
rhe Department of the Army and OSD.

3. The nature of the system analysis work requires the formation of
a small number of analyst groups, each oriented toward an Army mission
area. .-n illustration of typical mission groupings are the following:

a. Air defense systems

b. Land combat vehicles

c. Tactical atd support vehicles

d. Infantry weapon systems

a. Aircraf c systE.1s

f. Co=1mnications

Data input from the DA staff to support such mission-oriented analysis
will be provead as indicated in Inclosure 3

4. A cost analysis group will be formed as a part of the Weapon
Systems Analysis Directorate. However, it will be a goal to acquire and
develop weapon system analysts that have a full uii$erstanding of both cost
and effectiveness.

Incl I to incl 2
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Director of Yo3cC ?14n:in!L-r:i a!yzis Concept of Operations

. e fozee DLnning concept is bazed on two major functions:

-. '.e r"-a1ion of 0SD decisions into ,pacific program

_cao. in terms of force& and rescurces.
b L . s o2 automated analytical mdels for the rapid

as~ en: of alternative force structures and their associated costs.

2. Tha tr-nslatio--- techniques and the analytical models will be
develo.ed by joint in-house-contracror effort. Trnile in the early
sz''' most of the analyrical skills ill be provided by operations
raszazcn coacraco-rs; staft personnel will be intimately associated with
each co-ac to inure an ay capability to control and further develop
cea analyrical tools.

3. Dataiied rranslation procedures will be developed to provide
a consisent mre-hod for identifying the full force and resource
"plica:ion of OSD decisions.

4. A fa.ily of analytical models will be developed to provide the
me ss .... of alternative fo.rce structures and their associated

co:rs. 3imple modals capable of rapid response will handle aggregative
forces and resources and provide relative ccmparisons of effectiveness
and resource i':icaio. The more significant alternatives will then be
a.n.1.yzd through the use of more detailed models that will permit
specification and insure balances of support units, major items of equip-
ment, and significant personnel categories.

5. Syste-,z and techniques for the translation of force programs
inzo detailed force structure for inclusion in the 5'AS will be developed.

Incl 2 to incl 2
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.. -A/C, Javloi~~ca zn ar.-iaz-Lnc.

2. A D zysz-'= and missiles (,Zfl'E

(40-==
(S#D.'-D

C aRV.. L

C, MSMT

(LAXCE

(Tow

T. A'antry weapon syse-s (4!flas and pistols
(LG
(Xortars (unarmored)
(-.ecoilless rifles
(grenade launcher

4. Tracked combat (Tanks
vehicles & artillery (APC's, all types

(Recovery vehicles
(Bridge launchers

(Combat engineer vehicles
(All artillery

5. Ccmunications and electronics.

6. Tactical and support vehicles.

7. Support aquipment

S. A .mo, broken out for ready application to categories 1.2,3,4
(above), nutlear, chemicai, and general purpose.
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PROJECt CHAIRIVNG

WMER, PROJECT TITLE OBJECTIVA;S OF SliDy AEC
1-I INTEGRATED READINESS Develop an integrated DCSOPS

MEASUREMENT SYSTEM readiness measurement sye-
tem which -will enable DA
to determine available re-
sources, display current
and projected readiness,
and to assess, the impact of
resource allocation changes
on the overall effectiveness
of the Army.

1 2-1 STRENGTHENING THE Update the Army force ob- DCSOPS
AbMY OBJECTIVES AND jectives and resource re-
RESOURCE PLANNING quirements planning sys-
SYSTEM tern to improve its ability

to address major issues,
develop and present ac-
curate, persuasive recom-
mendations on objective
forces and required re-
sources to support the
forces, and obtain timely
OSD guidance and decisions
favorable to the Army.

2-2 STRENGTHENING DI- Develop a planning and DCSOPS
RECTION AND COORDI- control system, for Army
NATION' OF THE ARMY requirements studies.
REQUIREMENTS STUDY
EFFORT f.

\/ 2-4 STRENGTHENING PLANNING Determine the require- FPA
TOOLS AND TECHNIQUES ments for improved tools

and techniques to pro-
vide analytical support
for all the areas of
Army force objective and
resource requirements
planning.
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PROJECT CHAIRING
sum PROECT TITLE ORJECTIVES OF STUDY AGENCY

/3-1 DEFINING, INTEGRATING, Design the system for top COA
AND DIRECTING A RE- management direction of the
SPONSIVE PROGRAM. BUDG- program, budgeting, and
ETING, AND P1TRI- distribution systems.
SBrfION SYSTEM

. 3-2 IMPROVING FORCE PRO- Analyze the force pro- ACSFOR
CLAING PROCEDURES graming system and re-icommend changes hich will

insure that the system
provides for a balanced
force program containing
unit readiness objectives,
timely programing direction
to the subordinhate com-
mands, and specifications
for force requirements which
affect resource programs and
budgets-.

I

3-3 DEVELOPMENT AND USE OF Develop a plan to control ACSFOR
THE FA AND TAADS the- developmentk and extend

the uses of the Force
Accounting System .(FAS) and
The Army Authorization
Document System (TAADS)

1/3-5 DEVELOPING A READINESS Develop a more complete DCSPER

BASED PERSON0EL personnel priority model
DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM and the procedures for

using it.

J 3-6 STRENGTHENING TRAIN- Develop a readiness based DCSPER
ING PROGRAMING PRO- training programing and

CEDURES reprograming system which
will provide the number
and quality of trained
person6el required to
best satisfy the readi-
ness goals .of the U. S.
Army.
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FROJICTCHAIRING
NUMR PROJECT TITLE OUJECTI OF STUDY AMCY

J 3-7 DEVELOPING A READI- To iuprove a computer model DCSLOG

NESS BASED EQUIP- which will project equip-
MEN? DISTRIBUTION ment distribution based on
PROGRAM AD STRENGTH- readiness. To investigate
MaNG EQUIPMENT ASSET and reduce redundancy of
REPORTING SYSTEM asset reporting systems

leading to A more responsive
and reliable asset reporting
systeme

'1 3-8 DEVELOPING A READINESS To develop a maintenance DCSLOG
BASED DEPOT MAINTE- priority system and an
NANCE PROGRAM associated automated

systeoi which will produce
c readiness based depot
mintenance system.

I3-9 IMPROVING GUIDANCE TO Define mission aid resource FPA.
SUBORDINATE COMANDS guidance required by sub-

ordinate commanders and
develop the necessary pro-

cedures at Army Staff level
to insure such guidance is
adequate, timely, balanced,
and consistent.

4-2 STRENGTHENING PER- Develop a plan to control DCSPER
SONNEL DATA REPORTING the continuation and modi-
AND INFORMATION SYSTEM fication of current related

efforts to improve pro-
cedures for controlling
personnel datk requirements
and the personnel data asset
reporting system.

V 4-4 STREAMLINING EQUIP- Determine whether current DCSLOG
MENT PROGRAM BUDG- improvement efforts, or a
ETING PROCEDURES new approach can best 4,

satisfy the requirements

for producing an accurate K
and timely PEMA budget. f.
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WROJECT TITLE OBJECTIVES OF STUDY CR

14-5 EXTEDING TIlE USE OF Determine if staff prep- COASTAFF DEVELOPED BUDG- aration of budget estimates
ETS should be continued andextended to preparation ofapportionment requests, and

if so, how the extension isto be accomplished.

4-6 INCREASING THE Reduce to the minimum the COAEFFECTIVENESSOF detail required in budget

PRGRAMING9 BUDGETING, and financial submission
SACCOUNTING, AND RE- and reports.L PORTING SYSrEMS

V 5-1 DEVELOPING TECHNIQUES Develop a mechanism for DCSPER
FOR ASSESSING THE assessing the impact ofIMPACT OF PERSONNEL proposed personnel policyPOLICIES ON DEPLOY- ehaiges by quantifying the
ABILITY impact of changes and

determining the effect onpersonnel deployability

and force readiness.
"6-0 IMPROVING SECONDARY Develop improvements, pro- DCSLOG

ITEM SUPPLY GOALS, edures, and techniques-POLCIES, AND REQUIRE- that will-provide-AccurateMENTS PROGRAMING and reliable line item re-
quirement foredasts to ,be
used in support of the AMCDivision Stock Fund and,'*
PEMA Secondary Item Budget

-62 STRENGTHENING CONTROL Develop procedures to DCSLOG )AND DISCIPLINE. OFTHE strengthen discipline and
MOBILIZATION, RESERVE control over the, desig-SYSTEM nation of suppiy items for

inclusion in mobilization
reserve stocks and the
computation of mobilization
reserve requirements.

A.
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PROJECT CARM
AUMER PRJECT TIThE OBJECTIVES OF STUDY Q j

/6-4 MPROVLNG ICP PRO- Develop procedures with DICSLOGRAING DATA clearly deined authority,

responsibilities, and con-
trols to insure that all -

important programing data o
needed in supply control
studies are provided to
the NICPs in a timely, re-liable manner. 

.
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DEMM~~ENT OF D~kFh'SI; INStRUUdlON

IMME1R 7045i7
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F5 MAK#f 7045.7
V OiOctober 29, 1969

AS(

Depairtment af Defen.4e itruction.

[SUWac The Planning, Programiminig, and Budgeting System

Rei:(a Dpartment of Defense, I August 22, 1966

(b), Sec Def Multiaddressed Memorandf, "Interim Operating

(CYDqb;'Istrcton 3.1.1."Gidace or hePreparation of

tinetRqet n eae Support Materials,"
Auut2*l6tadMna (111.1.-M),
(d) oD nstucton 0 O2.,"International Balance of Payments

4ddu tht,-Re~itngiEitirhitihg and, Estab.. *1i
ingIL rges, " anury 6,1969

1*1 O istrutio 104. ,"Economic Anilysis of Proposed DoD
Invstmnt., Ferury 6,1969

(t) DoD instruction 7045.7, "Review and Approval of Changes to
the Five Year Defense Program~," Decemiber 22, 1967 (hereby

(g) DoD Instruction 7045.8, "Updating the Five Year Defense

W DD Istrctin 745.-5,"Functional Reviews.," August 31,

W DOD Instruction 7040.5,) "Definition of Expenses and Invest-
ment Costs," September' 1 1966

U) DoD Directive 3200._,' "Development Concept Papers (DCP)
System" (to be pablishjd) -

(k) DoD Instruction 7250.10, "Implementation of Reprogramming of
Appropriated Nndss" March 5,. 1963

I. PURPOSE

This instruction establishes procedural guidancd. for: (a) process-
ing changes to the approved resources .of the Five Yosr Defense
Program (FYD?), (b) submission, analysis, review, and approval of
new and revised Department of Defense programs. and budgetts. and (c)
maintenance and updating, of the FYDP structure. It authorizes the
publication, maintenance, and review of the FYDP Codes and Defini~-
tions Handbook (70145.7-Hi) in support of reference (a).

II. APPLICABILITY AN) SCOPE

A. The provisions of this Instruction apply to all of the Department-
of Defense.

LIBRARYfAUTHoR ITY PILIC
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3. Tbe, kcopof the FWive Year Defense Progrm Will include fdrce
k mapover and76WV dtaand intonmation covering the'prior,

current and succeeding. fiscal year. -The forcestructure will
include daaand infoiimation for teprior -fiscal. years.,current
fiscal yaqbudget-year, and seven succeeding fiscal years.
Cost and manpower data will be included for the pirior fiscal
years, current fiscal year, budget year, and -the fou sucdeed-
ing fiscal years.

A. Aproved rorm-Resources (Forces, Manpower, Obligational
III. AutForityC and Materiel) for individual program elements reflected

in the FIDP, as modified'by Secretay of Defense decisions.

B.. Budket Costs - Costing us-ed. An -budget submissions as distinguished
from ,costing- used, in prog a ilng documents,. hereinafter referred.
to as programuing costs.* Budget costs represent the specific TO
requirements, for funds in a particular fiscal period and generlly
represent arefinecent of programing costii

C. Budget Year - that fiscal year arrived at by adding one to the
currettfiscal _year. 'In fiscal year 1970, the buadget' yeri
fiscal yerr 1971.

D. Program/BtUtgt Review Schedule - An- annual Secretary of -Defense
memorandum issued to-announce the schedule o~f significant events
impacting on the DoD decision-making cyblei,

k. Cost Category - One 'of' three types of costs into which the total
cost of a program element is divided: (1) reseaorch and, de'Velop-
ment,, (2), investment, and (3) operations. (See ,DoDI 70C40.9
reference. Mi.)

F. Develbtment Concept Piper (DCP) - k document prepared by the
Director of Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&) anid coordi-
nated with key DOD'officials providing a surmmary managen
document for the Secretary of Defense. DCPs-treflect the,'Secretar
of Defense decisions on, imiportant, development and-tenee;rijng
modification programs. -The document serves as a asource of. priar
information and: rationale and for -updatingthe FDP. '(Seea
reference())

G. Fiscal Guidance - Annual -guidance issued ,by thgedecrtary of
Defense which prolvides the, fiscal cnatraints thtmut be obserYved,
by the JC6. the Military Departments, and,.ees gncei h
formiulation of force structures and Five ,Year.Z Dfne Prgas
and by the Secretary of Defense stff inrxeiewing propo e
programs.
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H. Five Year Defense Progrm (ap) - The official progam vich
st iarizes the Secretary of Defense approved plans and prop'ms
for the Department of Defense. The FlDP is published at lestonce annually. The FYN is also represented by a computer data
base which is updated regularly to reflect decisions.

I. Joint Force M;iorandum (JP-) - A document prepared annually wy
the JCS and submitted to the Secretary of Defense uhich provides
recommendations on the joint force program within the fiscal
guidance issued by the Secretary of Defense.

J. Joint Research and Development Objective Document (JRDOD) - A
document prepared annually which provides the advice of the JCS
to the Secretary of Defense concerning RD objectives necessary
to carry out the strategy and force recommendations in the JSOP.

K. Joint Strategic Objectives Plan (JSOP) - A document prepared
annually which provides the advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
to the President and the Secretary of Defense on the military
strategy and force objectives for attaining the national
security objective of the Un.ied States. In addition to recom-
mendations on major forces, it includes the rationale supporting
the forces and assessment of risks associated therewith, costs
and manpo:er estimates, and cther supporting data. The JSOP is
published in three volumes: i - Strategy, II - Analysis and
Force Tabulations, and III - Free World Forces.

L. Program - A combination of program elements designed to express
the accomplishment of a definite objective or plan which is
specified as to the time-phasing of what is to be done and the
means proposed for its accomplishment. Programs are aggregations
of program eltients, and, in turn, aggregate to the total FYDP.

M. Program Change Decision (PCD) - A Secretary of Defense decision,
in prescribed format, authorizing changes to the Five Year De-
fense Program,. (See Enclosure 3.) (Also see Program/Budget
Decision (PBD).)

N. Program Change Request (PCR) - Proposal in prescribed format for
out-of-cycle changes to the approved data in the Five Year
Defense Program. (See Enclosure 2.)

0. Program Decision Memorandum (P34) - A document which provides
decisions of the Secretary of Defense on POMs and the JFM.

P. Progra Element - A description of a mission by the identifica-
tion of the organizational entities and resources needed to
perform the assigned mission. Resources consist of forces, man-
power, material quantities, and costs, as applicable. The program
element is the basic building block of the FYDP.

7



Q. Plannin/Programing/Budgeting System (PPBS) - An integrated

system for the establishment, maintenance, and revision of the
FYDP and the DoD budget.

R. Progrem/Budge:; Decision (PBD) - A Secretary of Defense decision
in prescribed rormat authorizing changes to a submitted budget
'estimate and the FDP. (See Enclosure 3.)

S. Programing Cost - Cost data for making program decisions.
Programming costs are based on sets of factors which will
provide consistent cost data under the same or similar circum-
stances, and which are directly related to the explicit elements
of the program decision.

T. Program Objective Memorandum (POM) - A memorandum in prescribed

format submitted to the Secretary of Defense by the Secretary of
a Military Department or the Director of a Defense Agency which
recotrrends the total resource requirements within the parameters
of the published Secretary of Defense fiscal guidance. (See
Enclosure 1.)

U. Program Year - A fiscal year in the Five Year Defense Program
that ends not earlier than the second year beyond the current
calendar year. Thus, during calendar year 1969, the first
program year is FY 1971.

V. Total Obligational Authority (TOA) - The total financial require-
ments of the Five Year Defense Program or any component thereof
required to support the approved program of a given fiscal year.

IV. CANCELLATIONS

References (b), (f), and (h), are hereby cancelled.

V. PROGRAM/BUDGET REVIEW SCHEDULE

The Secretary of Defense will publish an annual memorandum providing
a schedule of significant events for the current year. This memo-
randum will be issued prior to the submission of JSOP, Volume I, and
will be revised as necessary. It will identify:

A. The base program from which all proposed changes will be made by
publication of "as of" date.

B. The schedule for the submission of the Joint Strategic Objectives
Plan (JSOP) the Joint Research and Develornent Objectives Docu-
ment (JRDODS, and the Joint Force Memorandum (JFH), by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.

C. Specific dates for the submission of the Program Objectives
Memoranda.
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Oct 29, 69

D. Schedules for the issuance of Secretary of Defense Strategic
Guidance, Fiscal Guidance, Logistic Guidance, and Progrm
Decision Memoranda.

E. Dates for the submission of the DoD budget estimates.

F. Identification of special reviews and studies to be conducted
during the calendar cycle and identification of the primary
action office.

G. A date for the inclusion of an additional year to the FYDP.

H. Date for the Major Budget Issue meetings between the Secretary
of Defense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the
Military Department Secretaries. Date for similar meeting to
discuss Major Force Issues will be announced by the Secretary
of Defense as necessary by separate memorandum.

I. Other items having an impact on the decision-making cycle.

VI. STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES

A. The Joint Chiefs of Staff will prepare Volume I - Strategy, of
the JSOP to be submitted to the Secretary of Defense. Volume I
will provide the statement by the JCS of the national security
objectives, based on decisions of the President, and the military
objectives derived therefrom. It will include military strategic
concepts and objectives on a world-wide and regional basis.

B. The Secretary of Defense will review Volume I, JSOP, and will
then issue appropriate guidance on strategic concept0 for comment
by the JOB. This duidance memorandum may update and/or enlarge
upon the strategy in Volume I based on changes in national security
objectives or commitments as provided by the President. When a
change in national security objectives, commitments, or in strategy
is indicated, the variation in risks, if any, will also be
addressed. After review and consideration of the JCS comments,
the Secretary of Defense will reissue the guidance memorandum
which, along with Volume I, will serve as a planning document in
the formulation of Volumes II and III, JSOP, the JPM, and the
Program Objective Memoranda.

VII. FISCAL GUIDANCE

A. Annually, the Secretary of Defense will issue tentative Five Year
Fiscal Guidance to define the total financial constraints within
which the DoD force structure will be developed and reviewed. The
fiscal guidance will be by major mission and support category for
each Military Department and Defense Agency. The first fiscal
guidance will be issued foi comment by the JCS, Military
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Departments and Defense Agencies, following the issuance of the
final Strategic Guidance Memorandum. The Secretary of Defense
will specify in the Fiscal Guidance the nature of the fiscal
planning constraints, and the assumptions used in its prepara-
tion. After review of JSOP, Volume II, JRDOD, and comments on
the general fiscal guidance, the Secretary of Defense will issue
revised fiscal guidance. The Secretaries of the Military Depart-
ments will participate in the developnent of the revised fiscal
guidance. In developing the revised fiscal guidance, considera-
tion will also be given to the current budget, the F.YDP, program
deferrals, inflationary trends, gross national product estimates,
and other economic considerations.

B. For planning purposes, the totals of the fiscal guidance for each
program year and each Military Department/Defense Agency will be
considered firm. To insure increased flexibility in developing
balanced programs, reallocations of funds are permitted between
major mission and support categories unless specifically stated
otherwise in the Secretary of Defense Fiscal Guidance Memorandum.
Fiscal guidance will be used by the JCS in the formulation of the
JFM. and by each Military Department and Defense Agency in the
formulation of their PO4s.

C. Fiscal guidance will normally identify specific major mission and
support categories. On a selected basis additional program
aggregations may be identified for separate visibility. These
will be specifically identified in the Fiscal Guidance Memorandum.
Representative examples of the major mission and support cate-
gories are: (1) Strategic Offensive and Defensive Forces, (2)
Land Forces, (3) Tactical Air Forces, (4) R&D, and (5) Training.

VIII. PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

A. Volume II - Analyses and Force Tabulations of the JSOP - will be
published annually by the JCS with analysis, rationale, force
tabulations, and program costs and associated manpower require-
ments as provided by the Services. Volume II will present the
requirements and the recommendations for major forces for the
mid-range period considered necessary to achieve the military
objectives in support of the national security objective. It
will be based on Volume I - Strategy - JSOP, and as may be modi-
fied by the guidance memorandum on strategic concepts issued by
the Secretary of Defense. Also, Volume II will highlight major
force issues which require decisions during the cur.'ent year.

B. Volume III- Free World Forces of the JSOP - will be published
annually by the JCS in the same time-frame as Volume IT. Volume
I[I will provide advice on military objectives and guldelanes
for Free World Forces required, militarily, for the attainment
of U.S. national security and military objectives. The analyses
and recommendations presented in Volume III will be based on the
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strategic appraisals and regional concepts in Volume I and the
Strategic Guidance Memorandum, and are designed to provide the
basis for a U. S. position on military assistance.

C. In addition to Volume II, the Joint Chiefs of Staff will develop
and subpit annually to the Secretary of Defense the Joint Force
Memorandum. The JIM will present the recommended force levels
and support programs, similar in format to Volume II, all
developed within the parameters of the fiscal guidance issued
by the Secretary of Defense. The JF14 will include program costs
and associated manpower requirements as provided by the Military
Services. The JFM should be analyzed in accordance with reference
(e) prior to submission. A rummary will be included of analyses
and assessment of risks associated with the forces as measured
against the strategy and miliiary objectives in Volume I and the
Strategic Guidance Memorandum. Also, the JW4 will highlight major
force issues which require decisions during the current year. It
will compare costs of the recommended forces and the support
programs with the approved FYDP program baseline as stated in
the annual Program/Budget Review Schedule. The JE4 should be
considered by the Military Departments and Defense Agencies to
assist in the preparation of their POMs.

D. The Joint Chiefs of Staff will develop and submit annually the
Joint Research and Development Objectives Document (JRDOD) to
the Secretary of Defense. The JRDOD will provide R&D objectives
responsive to the strategy and force recommendations in the JSOP
as well as long-range and technological objectives for capabil-
ities expected to be needed in the 10-20 year period. Indicators
of relative military importance and appropriate rationale will be
included to assist in developing the DoD R&D program and in the
preparation of Development Concept Papers (DCPs).

E. Annually, each .olilitary Department and Defense Agency will prepare
and submit to the Secretary of Defense a Program Objective Memo-
randum (POM). POMs will be based on the Strategic Guidance as
stated in the JSOP, Volume I, as modified by Secretary of Defense
Strategic Guidance Memorandum. POMs will express total program
requirements and slould be analyzed and evaluated where applica-
ble in accordance with DoDI 7041.3 (reference (e)). POMs must
provide force, manpower cost and materiel recommendations, and
rationale for proposed changes from the approved FYDP base and
the JFMT, and the risk assessment and military advantages to be
gained. Costs will be programming costs within the scope of
fiscal guidance issued by the Secretary of Defense. Supporting
information for POMs will be in program element terms except
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that procurement for other than. major weapons systems may be
provided in form of. pmcurement listings.

F. PO(s may be revised after submission .when the originator believes
that such a revisioh will result in a better balanced program.
Recommended POM changes should be made only when the change may
be -completely processed to permit analysis with the originally
submitted PC, that is, in advance of a Secretary of Defense
decision on a PO.M. POM revisions will inqlude an identification
of equal cost trade-offs within annual Miltary Department/
Defense Agency totals to preclude increaset "o the fiscal con-
straints. POM revisions will identify leia. or greater effective-
ness in addition to cost trade-offs.

G. When charges cannot be processed in time to be included in a
Secretary of Defense Program Decision Memorandum for a specific
program, such changes will be processed to the Secretary of De-
fense using a PCR provided the change will increase military
realiness significantly and is considered of such an urgent
nature to require Secretary of Defense review out of cycle, or
involve inter-Service functional transfers which create manpower
authorization increases to end-year strengths. (See paragraph
XII.B.2.)

H. The Secretary of Defense will direct an annual staff review of
Volumes II and III, JSOP, JRDOD, the JFM, and POMs. Based on
the review, the Secretary will issue appropriate Program Decision
Memoranda.

I. The specific PrM issue dates will be announced by the Secretary of
Defense in the revised annual Program/Budget Review Schedule memo-
randum. Each PIM and DCP will be supported by a "resource annex"
which will provide a translation of resources to program elements
inihe FYDP. Decisions will be transmitted to the JCS, Military
Departments and Defense Agencies as appropriate for analysis, the
submission of comments, and updating of the FYDP.

IX. COMPONENT COMMENTS

A. Within two weeks after receipt of each Program Decision Memorandum,
the JCS, Military Departments and Defense Agencies, as appropriate:
will submit comments to the Secretary of Defense. Comments should
be basically narrative and will address each issue to insure that
the views of the JCS, Service Secretaries, and Defense Agency
Directors, are represented.

B. Comments may be prepared in a manner prescribed by the submitting
activ.ty, but will present the extent of program impact that may
be expected as a result of the decision. If a dissenting view is
expressed, any additional or clarifying information or justifica-
tion not stated in the POM should accompany the statement to allow
a re-evaluation of the issue.
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C. Comments submitted by the JCS will address the total DoD program
balance as weighed against the Joint Force Memorandum. JCS would
be expected to advise the Secretary of Defense with an assessment
of the risks involved and inherent in the tentatively approved
programs and provide an evaluation of any strategic implications
resulting from the program if adopted.

D. The Secretary of Defense will direct a staff review of all com-
ments. Program Decision Memoranda will be modified by reissue
of page changes to the original PI14 to incorporate any new
decision.

X. DECTSION IMPLEMENTATION

A. Secretary of Defense decision documents will provide the basis
for the updating of the FYDP data file by the Military Departments
and Defense Agencies. Military Departments and Defense Agencies
will apply the approved forces, manpower and cost data to the
FYDP data file, as stated by the decision, by program element.
Decisions will be applied to the FYDP data base as outlined by
paragraph VI.B of DoD Instruction 7045.8 (reference (g)), even
though their comment to the Secretary of Defense may express a
dissenting position.

B. On an "as required" basis, the ASD(C) will issue a PCD which will
direct.FYDP updates to be submitted. PCD will include any special
update and program structure changes necessary for the specific
update. Military Departments and Defense Agencies will maintain
their FYDP data files as prescribed by DoDI 7045.8 (reference (g))
to insure a rapid response to a specific update request.

XI. BUDGET ESTIMATES

A. Annually, each Military Department and Defense Agency will submit
its budget estimate to the Secretary of Defense in accordance
with reference (c), DoDI 7110.1 and 7110.1-M. These budget
estimates will include the budget year md the two prior fiscal
years in accordance with currently established procedurs.
Budget estimates will be submitted based on the approved program
resulting from incorporating the effects of all decision docu-
ments received through a r-cedetermined date to be announced by
the annual Program/Budget Review Schedule memorandum. Specific
detailed instructions for the submission of budget estimates will
be separately prescribed for each year.

B. The Secretary of Defense will direct a staff review of-the budget
estimates received from the Military Departments and Defense
Agencies. Based on the review and analysis of budgets, the

( Secretary of Defense will publish a series of Program/Budget
Decisions. Budget decisions will address specific budgetary
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issues and be related to the appropriations and bu, get activity
structure of the Department of Defense. PBDs will include the
budget year and prior years as appropriate. The decision record
of the PED will also include an estimate of the impact of the
FED on the next program year.

C. FEDs, including the decision record, will be transmitted to the
Military Departments and Defense Agencies for insertion of the
PBD and decision record into the FYDP. Reclama statements may
be submitted to the Secretary of Defense but should be submitted
only if the impact is considered to be sufficiently serious to
warrant the personal reconsideration by the Secretary of Defense.
Budgetary reclama statements must be concise, complete, and based
on new facts or justification not previously submitted in order
to provide a basis for a re-evaluation of the decision. The
Secretary of Defense will direct a staff review of all budgetary
reclama statements and will issue a specific decision for each
reclama.

D. In addition to the submission of reclama statements, Service
Secretaries will identify major budget issues to the Secretary of
Defense after completion of their review of the PBDs. Issues
must be of sufficient priority in the opinion of a Service Secre-
tary to warrant a personal Secretary of Defense and Service
Secretary discussion. A Major Budget Issue meeting will be
scheduled and announced in the Secretary of Defense Program/
Budget Review Schedule memorandum. Decisions of the Secretary
of Defense resulting from this meeting will be addressed in
revisions to previously issued PBDs.

XII. APPROVED PROGRAM CHANGES

A. The receipt of a PI4, DCP, PCD, PBD, DD Form 1415, or Secretary
of Defense memorandum reflecting the decision of the Secretary of
Defense will constitute a new approved program base when entered
into the FYDP by the Military Departments and Defense Agencies.
Changes to the approved base for the budget and program years
will be made only by subsequent PWhs, PCDs, DCNs, or PBDs, or by
Military Departments or Defense Agencies within the established
thresholds of this Instruction. DCPs will be entered into the
FYDP and data reviewed and approved by DDR&E. Data changes will
be announced by DDR&E using PCDs or aldressed in the R&D P1.

B. Subsequent to the receipt of a PL1 and prior to the next Military
Department or Defense Agency POM submission date, Secretaries of
the Military Departments and Directors of Defense Agencies will
be permitted to make changes to the FYDP without prior approval
by the Secretary of Defense when such changes are confined within
the following thresholds, and as further qualified by subparagraph
C, below:
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1. Forces

Current Year - Only those changes within the approved TOA
subject to the limitations imposed by DoDI 7250.10 (reference
(k)).
Budget and Program Years - Any force change within or among

elements within available inventory not requiring additional
TOA or manpower. Forces will be identified as chose forces
approved by the current Secretary of 7afense Program Decision
Memorandum.

2. Manpower

Current Year - Only those changes within the total manpower
end-year strengths. Includes the transfer of both military
and civilian authorizations and drill pay among elements.

Budget and Program Years - Only those changes where the net
effect will not increase the total military or civilian end-
year strengths. Changes which are the result of inter-
Service agreements for functional changes and authorizing
manpower in excess of 100 military or 100 civilians for a
gaining Military Department, or 25 military or 25 civilians
for a gaining Defense Agency, OSD or JCS, will not be
accomplished until a confirmation PCR has been submitted by
the gaining activity, and the transfer is approved.

3. Costs

Current Year - Any change within the approved TOA subject to
the limitations imposed by DoDI 7250.10 reprogramming ictions.

Budget Year - During the period July through December changes
may be made within the approved TOA by cost category unless
such authority has been negated in the annual budget estimate
submission instructions or by separate memorandum. During
the period January through June, no changes will be made
since the President's Budget will have been established and
submitted.

Program Year - Except as outlined by specific R&D decision
documents or negated by other OSD authority, changes may be
made within the approved TOA by appropriation.

C. FYDP changes for the budget and program years which are accomplished
by the Secretaries of the Military Departments and Directors of
Defense Agencies are permitted without explanation only when such
changes for a program element remains below a cumulative total for
a single fiscal year of ten million dollars or, in the case of
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manpower, below 300 military or. civilian authorizations. Military
Departments and Defense Agencies are required to submit a memo-
randum to OASD(C) to accompany the FYDP update in wbich the change
is recorded explaining the changes which have exceeded the cumu-
lative TOA or manpower change thresholds since the last explana-
tory memorandum.

xniI. MITATIONS
Approval of programs will not constitute authority to either commit

or obligate funds.

XIV. FYDP HANDBOOK

The FYDP handbook authorized by this Instruction will be revised
quarterly and revisions distributed by ASD(C). The handbook is the
official presentation cf the DoD Program Structure and will contain
approved codes and titles used in updating the FYDP data file.

XV. IfMIL.0 , TATION AND EFFECTIVE DATE

This Instruction is effective January 1, 1970. Three copies of each
Military Department's and Defense Agency's implementing documents will
be forwarded to ASD(C) within ninety days after the effective date.

e---)Q. WJok
Assistant Secretary of Defense

(Comptroller)

Enclosures - 3
1. Preparation and Processing of Program

Objective Memorandum (POM)
2. Preparation and Processing of Program

Change Request (PCR)
3. Preparation and Use of Progrim Change

Decision (PCD) and Program/Budget
Decision (PBD)
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR PREPARATION
OF THE

PROGRAM OBJECTIVE M RADLU
(PON')

A. General

1. Program Objective Memorandums (POMs) will be provided to the
Secretary of Defense on an annual basis by each of the Secre-
taries of the Military Departments and the Directors of Defense
Agencies. Submission dates will be announced in the Program/
Budget Review Schedule issued by the Secretary of Defense.

2. POMs will be submitted in eight copies to the Director for
Program and Financial Control, Office of the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Comptroller).

3. A single POM vill be expected from each Military Department and
Defense Agency separated for each of the major mission and
support categories and special program aggregations identified
in the Secretary of Defense Fiscal Guidance Memorandum.

4. FOMs must represent a comprehensive and detailed expression of
the total resource requirements associated with the total
commitment of the submitting activity and will contain as a
minimum, that amount of data and information prescribed for a
PVR. (See Enclosure 2). POMs must be analyzed and evaluated
where applicable in accordance with the guidance established by
DoD Instruction 7041.3, "Economic Analysis of Proposed DoD
Investments" (Reference (e)).

5. The organization of Military Departments and Defense Agencies
individual POMs is left to the discretion of the submitting
activity, provided the organization allows separation of the
individual segments directed by the mission and support
aggregations of the Secretary of Defense Fiscal Guidance
Memorandum. For example, a POM must be a single input consist-
ing of as many volumes or parts as there are Major Mission and
Support Categories identified in the Fiscal Guidance which
impact on the activities' total program. Computer products
meeting or exceeding the data and information requirements of
a POR, are encouraged. Additionally each POM must meet the
specifics outlined below.

6. POMs will be forwarded as total packages and are not acceptable
in incremens. POM due dates are not subject to negotiation
due to the constraints of the calendar and the impact an
extension would have on the remainder of the decision-making
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process. Military Departments and Defense Agencie s should
initiate the needed discipline in implementing procedures to
insure on-time processing.

B. Processing

1. POMs ill be forwarded to the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Comptroller) for the further processing within OSD for staff
review and the establishment of control records. Primary Action
Offices (PAOs) and Collateral Action Offices (CAOs) will be
determined by the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Comptroller) to include Defense Agencies when a direct interest
is apparent, i.e. Intelligence, Communications.

2. Once a POM has been forwarded to the Secretary of Defense for
decision, the program is considered "locked," that is, no
changes should be made pending the outcome of the decision by
the Secretary of Defense. If, however, a Secretary of a Military
Department or Director of a Defense Agency has reason to change
the POM, it is permitted under the following conditions:

a. Change must be accomplished by the submission of page
changea to the original POM or added inserts as appropriate.

b. Change must identify an equal monetary and effectiveness
tradeoff to be removed from the original POM, in order to
stay within the fiscal constraints on which the original
POM was based.

c. Change must be initiated timely enough to allow a decision
to be made in concert with the total program. Change is
not acceptable if a Secretary of Defense decision is
imminent or has been issued.

3. Decisions on the POMs and the JFM will be processed in the form
of Ptt4s consistent with the titles of the major mission and
support categories and special aggregations identified within
the Secretary of Defense Fiscal Guidance Memorandum. For
example, all Military Departments may respond to the Strategic
Forces aggregation, however, only a single Secretary of Defense
PI14 will be issued for the total Strategic aggregation.

C. Specific Information

1. POMs should consider the dIfferences between the Joint Forces
Memorandum issued by the JCS and the program being submitted.

2. POMs will include a total summary of the economic analysis and
assessment of the costs which will provide an analysis and
results, including an assessment of the risks associated with
the proposed major mission and support programs and the military
advantages to be gained as measured against the JFM.
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* 3. POMs must be prepared within the parameters of the stated
Secretary of Defense Fiscal Guidance.

4. POMs will normally be prepared within the boundries prescribed
by the planning data provided by both the JSOP - Volume II and
the JFM.

5. Individual summaries should be provided by Major Mission and
Support Categories and special aggregations a, measured against
the currently approved program.

6. POMs will include both direct and indirect costs in the major
mission and support category to which the costs are relatable.
Related support costs reflected in a major mission category
will not again be included in a support category.

7. Cost models are encouraged where they will assist in meeting
POM schedules.

8. Total summary (See Item Two above) should also include an
identification of major issues which in the opinion of the
submitting activity are required to be resolved during the

( year of submission. A comrarison between the identified major
issues and the major issues in the Joint Forces Memorandum
should be discussed when differences are involved.

9 Supporting detail for POMs will be prepared in program element
terms except that procurement programs, other than major
weapon systems, may be expressed by use of procurement listings,
which will be submitted by major mission and support category.

10 POM backup information should be provided by use of existing
documentation to preclude excessive administrative workload.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE PREPARATION
AND PROCESSING OF DD FDM 157o

PRO2GRAM CHANGE REQUEST
(ER)

A. General

1. PCRs are to be submitted in accordance with the criteria
established by paragraph VIII.G. of this Instruction.

2. Sections or specific blocks of the forms that do not apply should
be indicated as "not applicable."

3. PRs may be originated oy and s;umitted to the Secretary of
Defense over the signature of the Secretary of a Military Depart-
ment, Chairman of the Join,; Chiefs of Staff, Director of the
Defense Research and Engineering, Assistant Secretaries of
Defense, Assistants to tho Secretary of Defense and the Directors
of Defense Agencies.

4. Secretaries of the Military Departments or the Director of a
Defense Agency may delegate authority to sign proposals, not
considered major isslies, to his Assistant Secretary for Financial
Management or Defense Agency Comptroller, or an official at a
comparable level of authority within a Defense Agency.

5. PCRs will be transmitted in thirty copies to the Director for
Program and Financial Control, Office of the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Comptroller).

6. An economic analysis which includes all information relevant
to the evaluation of the proposal and documentation of the
decision including International Balance of Payments impact
(See Reference (d)) will be included on the forms submitted.
When such information as procurement objectives and procurement
acceptance or "cost to complete" is considered necessary to
the evaluation of the proposal, continuation sheets .iould be
used te expand any section, as needed.

7. FCRs will be prepared to confirm Secretary of Defense decisions
expressed by other than recognized decision documents when the
decision is in insufficient detail to allow FYDP update action.
For the purpose of this Instruction recognized decision docu-
menti are: Program Decision Memoranda expressing a Secretary
of Defense decision in program element terms by means of a
1"resource annex," Development Concept Papers (ICPs), accompanied
by a "resource annex,' Program Change Decisions (rCDs), Program
Budget Decisions (PBDs), Reprogramming Actions (DD Forms 1415),
and Secretary of Defense Memoranda expressing a decision in
sufficient detail to allow FYDP update action.
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8. ICRs will be prepared using programming costs and will 2ncle

resources identified to both direct and indirect elements. For
the purpose of this Instruction, direct elements are those which
contain resourcs directly affected by the proposal being made
whereas indirect elements are thr e which change because of a
change made to a direct element, e.g. base operations, training,
codmand, hous'-ng and elements in Programs 7, 8 and 9 when the
direct element is a force element.

9. The I R summary sheets will summarize the total implication of
the change. When more than one program element is involved in
a proposal, supporting formats for forces, manpower and costs
as applicable, are to be appended for each element included in
the proposal.

10. PCRs must include all factors or identify standard factors used
in the preparation of the PCR. Those submitted without adequate
explanation of data and factors used for Justification my be
returned for resubmission.

B. Processing

1. FCRs will be forwarded to the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Comptroller) for the assignment of a Primary Action Office
(FAO), the Collateral Action Office(s) (CAO) and the establish-
ment of control records.

2. PCRs meeting the criteria of this Instruction may be submitted
to the Secretary of Defense for decision at any time subsequent
to the receipt of a PDM and prior to the date of the submitting
activities' POM. If the submitting activity is not required to
submit a POM, the PCR should be processed timely enough to be
decided in advance of the annual submission of the DoD budget
estimates.

3. Specific dates will be assigned to both PAOs and CAOs by which
action on a FCR must be completed. It is the responsibility of
the CAO to insure timely input of comments to the assigned PAO
and the responsibility of the PAO to insure that the required
date for the preparation and submission of the PCD is met.

4. The DD Forms 1570 series will be used to organize a FOR for
submission to OSD unless computer products are available and
data meets or exceeds that required b the DD Forms 1570.

C. Specif!c Information

1. Summary Form - DD Form 1570

a. PCR Number - Enter appropriate number. Change numbers are
assigned by the submitting Military Department or Defense
Agency in consecutive sequence starting with one each
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calendar year. The Military Departments' or Defense Age-gies'
identifier code as prescribed by Chapter II of DoD 70455.7-N,
and a p'efix designating the calendar year will preceile each
number (e.g. N-9-OO). Numbers assigned to proposals that
are subsequently withdrawn or cancelled after submission to
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) will not
be reused.

a. Program Element Title - Enter the specific program element
title as prescribed in Chapter II of DoD 7045.7-H. When an
aggregation involving more than one program element is
involved, use the most descriptive aggregation of the program
structure that will identify the proposal being submitted
(e.g. Offensive Forces - Missile Units).

c. As rf Date - Enter the date of the specific FYDP update used
as the current approved program on vhich proposal is based.

d. Action Officer!Teephone Number - Enter the name and title
of the individual most knowledgeable of .ne proposed changes
and the telephone extension on which he may be contacted.

e. Program Element Code - Enter the specific element code as
assigned by Chapter II, DoD 7045.7-H. When more than one
code is involved, indicate by inserting the word "various."
Specific elements involved should then be stated in the
summary. When element codes and titles have not been
assigned, enter the word "new" in this block and indicate
in the summary that element code(s) and title(s) are to be
assigned in the event of approval. The definitions for new
element(s) must accompany the proposal.

f. Summary - Provide brief rationale for the change, assessment
of the risk and explain the benefits to be derived and
military advantages to be gained in the event of proposal
approval. State the emergency of the proposal which requires
its solution during the current cycle or explain the absence
of the proposal from the POM, as appropriate. Elaborate
on the alternatives being considered. Obtain signature ap
indicated by A.3. above. Apply date.

g. Summary (Page 2) - Insert as many 8xlO sheets as needed to
insure a complete description of the proposal and its
justification. Mark each additional sheet with the same
PCR number applied to page I of the summary form. Inserts
need 'not be used when page 1 of the summary form contains
sufficient information and includes: (1) the impact the
proposal will have on the International Balance of Payments
(IBP) and (2) the impact on the foreign national employ-
ment or U. S. military and civilian strengths in foreign
countries. When an IBP impact is reported, it should
indicate the estimated amount by fiscal year in accordance
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with DoD Instruction 7060.2 (Reference (d)) and should
differentiate between force changes and manpower changes.
When manpower strengths, mjor procurements or military con-
struction in foreign countries are involved, the changes
should be identified to both countries involved and fiscal
year.

2. Summary Form - DD Form 1570-1

a. PCR Number - Enter same number as applied to page 1 summary
form DD Form 1570.

b. Forces - Specific force detail should be identified by pro-
gram element either on page 1 of the summary or as an
attachment to page 1 summary form DD Form 1570. The forces
applied to page 3 are the net change differences only and
are not required to be program element oriented.

c. TOA - Enter only the net change the proposal will cause from
the currently approved program. Indicate appropriate appro-
priations being changed. Do not include the impact on
Retired Pay/Homeowners Assistance/Military Family Housing/
,AP/ or Special Foreign Currency unless the PCR specifically
addresses a change to these appropriations.

(1) Research and Development Costs - Enter net changes
from the current approved program for both the RDr&E
and Military Construction appropriations. Show total
Research and Development cost change.

(2) Investment Costs - Enter net changes to Military Con-
struction as currently provided by the Military Services
Project Listing or equivalent for Defense Agencies.
Specific program element detail will be provided as
backup to the FCR. Enter net changes to Procurement
appropriations. Specific "Line Item" detail such as
presently provided by the procurement listing, i.e.
cost, quantity, and basis of issue information, will
be provided as support to the ECR. When indirect
procurement costs are included (not manpower-determined)
DD Form 1570-2 should be used and labeled "indirect."
Appropriate rationale should be provided to indicate
derivation of costs reported. Show total Investment cost
change.

(3) Operations Costs - Enter net change from approved program.
Include Military Pay appropriation based on standaid
military pay factor which will be periodically updated
and published by OSD. Include O&M net changes which
will be a combination of both the direct and indirect,
whether manpower determined or otherwise. DD Form 1570-4
will be used to identify O&M costs that are totally
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manpower-determined in addition to other appropriations
that are manpower determined. DD Form 1570-2 will be
used to identify indirect O&M costs that are not totally
manpower-determined. Sufficient rationale must be
provided to indicate derivation of costs reported. Show
total operating cost change.

(4) Total Obligational Authority - Enter appropriate totals.

d. Manpower - Enter only the net change difference from the
approved program. Indicate by military officers and enlist-
ed authorizations and show civilians by U. S. Direct Hire,
Foreign Direct Hire and Foreign Indirect Hire. Show Total
Military and Total Civilian changes.

3. Cost Detail - DD Form 1570-2

a. PCR Number - Enter same number as applied to page 1 summary
form DD Form 1570.

b. As Of Date - Enter the date of the specific FYDP update used
as the current approved program on which the proj3al is
based.

c. Program Element Code - Assign appropriate element code as
prescribed by DoD instruction 7045.7-H, "Codes and Defini-
tions Handbook." DD Form 1570-2 is desig,.ed to provide data
for two element codes. When an element code has not been
assigned indicate "new" in this block.

d. Approved Costs - Enter the Total Obligational Authority
reflected in the Five Year Defense Program identified by
the annual Program/Budget Review Schedule as modified by
subsequent Secretary of Defense decisions. See 3.b. above.

e. Change Costs - Enter the net change difference to costs
between the approved program and the amount being proposed.

f. Total Change - Enter the total for all years.

g. Procurement Costs - When indirect procurement costs are
being reported, thqt are not totally manpower-determined,
this form should be used and labeled "indirect" accompanied
with appropriate rationale to indicate derivation of cost
data.

h. Operations and Maintenance Costs - DD Form 1570-2 does not
require the inclusion of the Military Pay appropriation.
Use the DD Form 1570-2 for both the direct and indirect pro-
gram elements respectively. For indirect costs that are not
totally manpower-determined, this form will be labeled
"indirect" and accompanied with appropriate rationale to
indicate derivation of cost data.
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Ma, )knpower Detail - DD Form 1570-3

a. -CR Number - Eater same number as assigned to page 1 sumary
form 1) Form 1570.

b. As Of Date - Enter the date of the specific FYDP update used
as the current approved program on which the proposal is
based.

c. Program Element Code - Assign appropriate program element
code as prescribed by DoD Instruction 7045.7-H, "Codes and
Definitions Handbook." DD Form 1570o-3 is designed to provide
data for two element codes. When an element code has not
been assigned indicate "new" in this block.

d. Approved Manpower - Enter the end year strength for the
element code being reported as stated in the Five Year Defense
Program identified by the annual Program/Budget Review Schedule
as modified by subsequent Secretary of Defense decisions.
See paragraph 4.b. above.

e. Changed Manpower - Enter the net change difference to end
year strengths between the currently approved program and
the proposal.

f. Manear Data - This form does not require manyear information,
however, if manyears are used in the cost calculation, they
should be appropriately identified.

5. Cost Detail (Indirect) - DD Form 1570-4

a. PCR Number - Enter same number as assigned to page 1 summry
form DD Form 1570.

b. As Of Date - Enter the date of the specific FYDP update used
as the current approved program on which the proposal is based.

c. Element Codes - Enter the appropriate program element codes
as prescribed by DoD Instruction 7045.7-H, "Codes and Defini-
tions Handbook." DD Form 1570-4 is designed to provide
indirect cost data for fifteen program elements. When an
element code has not been assigned, enter the wor,! "new" in
this block.

d. Appropriations - Include only appropriations which have
been changed by this proposal. Military Pay and £CS should
be excluded. Use this form only for O&M indirect costs that
are totally manpower-determined. Use DD Form 1570-2 f(
Indirect cbsts that a~e not totally manpower-determined
and annotate the form for-'-indirect." Retired Pay/Homeowners
Assistance/Military Family Housing and PCS should not be
included in FCRs unless the PCR specifically addresses a
change to these appropriations.

Attachments - 5
DD Forms 1570, 1570-1, 1570-2, 15703, efd 1570-4
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I O S OR THE USE
AND PREPARATION OF PtOGRAM
CHANGE DECISIONS (IVDs) AND

PROGRAM/BDT DECISIONS (PEDs)

A. General

1. Program Change Decisions (PDs) will be used to announce certain
program decisions of the Secretary of Defense. Program/Budget
Decisions (PBDs) will be used to announce all budget decisions
incident to the annual review of the formal budget submission to
the Secretary of Defense.

2. The PCDs are formatted in a manner to make them compatable with
th-a PCRs thereby allowing the responses to be in the same terms
as the submissions.

3. PCDs will be used to announce Secretary of Defense decisions in
addition to responding to PCRs, however, they will not be used
to confirm decisions made by Program Decision Memoranda (Ptms),
Development Concept Papers (DCPs) or reprogramming actions
which are decisions in their own form.

4. In order to provide a clear understanding of each decision
announced by a PCD, it is necessary that the format contain, as
a minimum, the following information in precise and explicit terms.

B. Specific Entries

1. Summary Form (Page i) - SD Form 428

a. PCR Number - Enter the same number assigned by the initiating
activity of the PCR. When the £CD is being originated by
OSD without benefit of PCR input, the letter Z proceeding
the year will be assigned (e.g. Z-9-O01).

b. Implementing Component - Enter the name of the Military Depart-
ment or Defense Agency designated to implement the decision.
When implementation involves more than an Agency or Department,
indicate by inserting the word "All" or "See Below," and
specify in the body of the decision those Military Departments
or Defense Agencies that will be required to implement the
decision.

c. Program Element Code - Enter the specific program element
code as assigned by DoD Instruction 7045.7-H, "Codes and Defini-
tions Handbook." When more than one element is involved,
insert the word "various" and identify ea.h program element
in the body of the decision.

d. Guidance - Enter the originator of the PCD by inserting the
offfice origin of the proposed decision (e.g. Assistant
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Secretary of Defense (Systems Analysis), Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Comptroller), Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Installations and Logistics), Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Manpower and Reserve Affairs5 or other office or agency)
having primary responsibility for the authorship of the
decision. If Secretary of Defense memorandum or DoD Instruc-
tion state in place of office of origin.

e. Adjustment Requested - Provide a brief summary of the proposed
change as originally submitted or outline the objective of
the proposed change and provide summary background informtion
to explain why the change is needed.

f. Evaluation or Discussion - Include an evaluation of the
logic of the proposal discussing as necessary, the variances
or alternatives considered. Include all significant infor-
mation that might influence the decision.

2. Decision

a. Include the actual decision, either approved or disapproved
or, as appropriate, alteruatives being proposed. If
disapproved, the reason for disapproval will be stated.

b. Also include any International Balance of Payments implica-
tions that the decision may cause and additional guidance
Lach as the identification of studies to be performed or
on-going having a bearing on the decision. Identify as
necessary the need for additional information or follow-on
reports on the impact of the decision.

c. The decision will be announced in program element terms.
When a single page decision is issued both the direct and
indirect elements will be identified. When the complexities
of the decision involve numerous impacts on program elements
both direct and indirect, SD Forms 428 through 428-6 (ex-
clu',ing 1 and 2) will be used &nd prepared in the same
manner as prescribed for the DD Forms 1570 through 1570-4.

3. Signature and Date

a. Changes to the FYDP announced by PCDs will normally be
authorized by the Secretary of Defense or Deputy Secretary
of Defense.

b. Signature of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller)
or his designated representative will be affixed to a PCD
when the decision authorizes a change to the FYDP based on:

(1) Confirmation changes involving decisions made by the
Secretary of Defense by a means other than the recognized
decision documentation, or
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(2) Minor adjustments to the structure within the limitations

of the criteria established by this Instruction, or

(3) Changes to the operating budgets of industrial funds, or

(4) Corrections of errors, or "fact of life" changes, or

(5) Adjustments involving production acceptance schedules
as approved by Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installa-
tions and Logistics), and minor pr~curer.ent changes or
attrition changes.

C. Program/Budget Decision (PBD) - SD Form 428-1 and 428-lc

1. General - The data applied to the PBD, SD Form 428-1 and the
continuation sheet 428-1c is variable, and will not normally be
confined to a specific pattern. As frequently as possible, the
decision will be expressed by use of a single page document
SD Form 428-1.

2. Specific Entries - Enter data in accordance with detailed instruc-
tions prescribed by DoD Instruction 7110.1 (Reference (c)).

(3. Attachments - When an out-year impact, (first year beyond the
budget year) is apparent, the "decis'ion record" which accompanies
the PBD will express the impact of the PBD in program element
terms.

Attachments - 6
SD Forms 428, 428-1, 428-1c,

428-3, 428-4, 428-5, and
428-6
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FUTONAL. STALTEMENT

ASSISTANT VICE CHIEF OF STAFF (13).

The Assistant Vice Chief of Staff is the principal assistant to the Chief of
Staff and the Vice Chief of Staff for developin- guidance and integrating the
efforts of the Army Staff to improve the management and utilization of Army
resources, including personnel, materiel, forces, facilities and funds. He
14 responsible for the following:/

a. A study effort to improve performance and effectiveness in all
functional areas.

b. Coordinating and integrating the D Management Information System so
that commanders at all levels can identify major problem areas as soon as
possible and evaluate alternatives.

c. Monitoring the development of manual and automated force planning and
programing models, including costing and force mix performance characteristics
and combat effectiveness aspects to assess rapidly the effectiveness and costs

* of force strr ture and program alternatives and identify tradeoffs.

d. Coordinating evaluation of force structure alternatives to insure
integrated resource implication analysis for manpower, materiel, and funds.

e. Recommending establishment of thresholds below the level of the
Secretary of the Army for the approval of force structure and related manpower
and equipment requirements authorization documents.

f. Developing general guidance to army Staff agencies on force oriented
issues and Program Objectives Memoranda which directly involve Army resources
to insure responsiveness and validity of agency inputs, reviewing agency inputs
to insure that requirements are met fully, integrating inputs, as appropriate,
and processing DA views, with recommendations through the Chief of Staff to the
Secretary.

g. Prescribing guidance and monitoring analyses identifying weapon systems
alternatives, resources required to carry out those alternatives, and actions
to accomplish preferred alternatives.

h. Coordinating The Army Study Progrm and the Army study system to improve
iheir cohesion, integration, and comprehensiveness. Is Chairman of the Army
S.udy Advisory Committee.

i. Developing and coordinating informatio on management information systems,
weapon systcms nualyses, and force planning required by outside agencies and
aaintaining liaison with OSD staff elements and the Army Secretariat.

J. Recommending guidance for, and integrating Army Staff agency recommenda-
tions according to Planning, Programing, and Budgeting Cycle timetables.
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k. Developing and supervising the Army programing system. Chairs the
Select Comittee which reviews, coordinates, and acts or recommends action,
on all matters relating to programing, budgeting, and the use of Army
financial resources.

1. Keeping the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Staff directly
informed with respect to matters within his functional area of responsibility.

He exercises command authority over the United States Army Management
Systems Support Agency, a Class II activity of the Office of the Chief of
Staff, and the United States Army Computer Systems Command, a Class II
activity responsible for centrally developing ADP systems to be used by
more than one major Army command.
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STATEMENT OF FUNCTIOS

COORDINATOR OF ARMY STUDIES AND CHIEF, STUDY PROCESSING GROUP (14)

Is the principal advisor to the AVCofSA on Army studies and management of
the Amy Study System. Is responsible for the functions performed by the
Study Processing Group. Coordinates and integrates The Army Study Program
(TASP) and the overall Army study effort includingt maintainIng liaison

S ith OSDo Joint Staff, OSA, Army Staff, major commands, and other military
departments; recommending approval or disapproval and monitoring contract
Aiudies as authorized by AR 1-110; assigning study monitorship responsibilities;

4.nd monitoring of major studies within the functional responsibilities of
t e OAVCofSA as prescribed in AR 1-5. Is principal assistant to chairman of
t e Army Study Advisory Committee (ASAC).

* Io

STUDY PROCE.SSING GROUP (15)

Reviews and analyzes annual study programs to detect and identify gaps
.or areas requiring emphasis in The Army Study System as prescribed in
AR 1-5. Is responsible for: developing major study program objectives
and formulating, correlating, and updating The Army Study Program; and
coordinating the contract study effort, and related funding. Prepares,
coordinates, and submits directives for CofSA approval on initiating major
studies to be conducted by the Army Staff, government and non-government
agencies, and major commands, assists the Army Staff and AVCofSA
Directorates in the preparation of CSMs and other directives for major
studies. Monitors selected major studies which are not in the functional
responsibilities of the AVCofSA Directorates, Processes all Staff actions,
including CSMs, within the OCofSA which pertain to studies. Coordinates
all directives for major studies addressed to major commands. Assigns
OAVCofSA representation responsibility to Study Advisory Groups (SAGs)
in accordance with assigned study monitorship responsibilities. Maintains
liaison with OSD, Joint Staff, OSA, Army Staff, major commands, and other
military departments regarding TASP. Provides administrative support for
the Army Study Advisory Committee,
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STATE~b"NT OF FUNCTIONS-

DI~R=CO, MAINGEE IN FORNEITION4 SYSrE.'L (16)

Is responsible for functions performed by the Directorate and is principal
advisor to the AVCofSA on Army management systems and related information
'systems requirements and objectives. Is the primary Army Staff contact
VaInt with the DA, senior ADP policy official (ASA(R40)). -Coordinates and
integrates the overall Army Mainagement Information Systems (AMIS).

-*.Coordinates and integrates the development and design of H'KUA MIS and
-- all executive-level information~ subsystemns. Is responsible for the

* t. anagement,, coordination, evaluation, sand satisfaction of information re-
qpirements; for the elements of the Q.AVCofS4k. Provides technical gidance
and assistance to the Chief of Personnel Operations in the administration
of the ADP Officer Specialist Program. Serives as the functional chief
of the civilian ADP Career Program. Provides technical assistance, in the

* areas of information systems and data processing, to all ArmyT staff agencies.
Arts as the Army focal point for management information requirements.

-Monitors' investigates, evaluates, and promulgates new systems concepts and
techniques for use in the development and implementation of information
systems. Supervises the interchange of information science and related

* computer concepts and developments within the Army and with other organiza-
tions. Monitors R&D efforts related tp information management and related
ADP system techniques. Serves as the point of contact for special softusrre
requirements, data standardization programs, and Aata transmission support
of Army management inforationt systems. Provides technical guidance and
assistance, as necessary, thrcughout the development cycle of Army informa-
tion systems. Reviews for technical feasibility and effectiveness system
requirements documnentation, to include DSI, GFSR, DFSR, and proposed
functional changes. Directly controls thc operating functions of the U. S.
Army Computer System s Support and Evaluation Command CUS 3ACSSEC). Exercises
staff supervision for the AVCof&SA, over the U. S, Army Computer Systems
Coimmand (IJSACSC).

PLANS AND PROJECTS 0-iFICE (17)

*Responsible for the operation and maintenance of the AMIS planning system
and the develop.-nent of the ANUS Master Plan, to include the preparation

* of Chief of Staff objectives on program gq4dance and the establishmnent
of priities. Responsible, in conjunction with L WG, for development of

*program guidance for managemnent information systems and coordination of
related programn changcs and budlget actions. Provides M,%ISD working group

mebeshp o heArmy SuisAdvisory Conuiitt~eeon provides meiership
on SAGS, as required. Reviews systems requirements and other appropriate
doctiientat ion to assure consistency with requirements, schedules, andl

an Reviews, °v

resources contained in the master plan Reieteluates, and coordi-
" nates witbin MISD, for W, the AoSy study effort for system and ADF

... implicateons.

134



. . - - - • .

- - .•- a "

- . -

<I. * .. JP (8). ..

TAICAL SUPPORr SYS IS GROU (t)"

Through its Department of the Army Systems Staff Officers (MlaSSOs),
s. upervises and coordinates all program and budget actions at HQDA.for the
Automatic Data Systems Within the Ary in the Field (ADS.F) program. hs
Includes the Tactical Operations System (TOS), the Tactical Fire'Direction
System (TACFIRE), and the Combat Service Support System (CS3). Is Army
Staff point of contact for outside agencies and subordinate comands oil
• matters pertaining to the ADSAF program. Provides Staff support to the
D AF DA Review Comuittee. Supervises Army Staff coordination of functional

requirements, qualitative materiel. development objectives, and qualitative
materiel development requirements for the ADSAF program. Coordinates re-
quirements for interface, and standardization between the ADSAF systems
and other systems being developed by the military services, the JCS and

. the OSD. Ensures early identification of doctrinal, equipment, personnel,
* ganizatidnal, and training actions necessary to support the fielding,

operation, and maintenance of the ADSAF systems. Has overall respon-
" sibility for the development and coordinAtion of Aimy Staff actions re-

lating to the Quick Reaction Inventory Control Center (QRICC). Acts as
the MISD point of contact for Project STANO, and provides a delegate to
the QUADRIPARTITE Working Group/Automatic Data Processing Systems of the
ABCA Conmittee on Tactical Equipment and Logistics (TEAL). Processes
requests for contractual ADP services, submitted under the provisions
of AR 1-110.

K4XAGEMF;.F AID POLICY GROUP (19)

Provides, for the Director, 'MIS, the primary Army St.ff, point of contact
with the ASA(F.0 in his capacity as the senior ADP policy official. Co-
ordinates with and advises the senior ADP policy official (.ASA(E%0) during
formlation of new, revised, or amended policies. Coordinates, for the
Director, MIS, all MISD actions requiring contact with the senior ADP"
policy official (ASA(F)). Promulgates Anny overall policy and procedures
for management infonration systems and the DOD .ADP program. Provides
technical assistance to DCSPER in all aspects of military and civilian
ADP personnel management md training. As directed by the functional
chief, administers the Civilian ADP Career Program. Provides technical
assistance and advice to DCSPER in the administration of the officer ADP
Special Career Program. Provides technical assistance to DCSPER in the
devel opment of policies and procedures for the enlisted AP Career Program.
Provides technical assistance to DCSPER in the develop-m'ent of policies and
procedures for the enlisted ADP Career Program. Monitors development of
Qualitative and Quantitative Personnel Recuiremonts Information for all
new managaetnrt infom. ation systems, system expansions, and system changes
to the Ne q.u;pment Personnel Requiremr.it- s System (AR 611-1). Modivors
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* the development and implementation of system trainAng plans. Develops,
in-coordination with (A, methods and procedures for correlating ADP
resource information with the Army program, budget, and accounting systems.
Processes PCR and budget actions; performs required ;JISD coordination with

ystaff agencies, as appropriate. Supports program/budget requirements
OSD and Congress. Develops proposed annual ADPE PBIA purchase pro-..

gram for submission toDCSLOG and administers the purchase program upon .j
* approval of funding. "_._-_-

Represents the DA, as directe, for technical ADP matters on government,
*I.oh-governent, and international organizations. Performs support

functions for the Keystone Management Systems Steering Comittee and
.*Select Working Group, as direted. Reviews and forwards to appropriate

ISD Group, for processing, all requests for ADP services submitted under
provisions of AR 1-110, and provides a central point for the collection
of detailed information on all Army contracts pertaining to ?*IS/.P.
Responsible, in coordination with PPO, for PCR/PQi% actions. Identifies
essential elements of information, structures reporting requirements, pro-
vides guidance to USACSSEC regarding development and maintenance of the
ADP mis (R 18-3).

* HEADQUARTERS SYST S GROUP (203

• Develops the plan, formulates general design guidance and controls the
* development of the Army Management Information System which supports the

Secretary of the Army', Chief--of Staff, and Offic6, Assistant Vice Chief of
Staff. Receives and validates all infonmation requirements from the Army
Secretariat and Office, Chief of Staff. Develops automated displays and
systems in support of Executive-level requirements. Provides guidance
and works directly with UtS-X\'SSA in the development and operation of
executive information system's providing sum'lary information to the
Secretariat and the Office of the Chief of Staff. Identifies, and desig-
nates in coordination with the SIG, the assignment of staff responsibility

* for submission of source data required by all Executive-level information
s~'sters. Coordinates IMISD activities in support of the information re-
quirements of the Secretariat and all elements of the Office, Chief of
Staff. Acts as the ISO for the Army Secretariat and Office, Chief of
Staff. Acts as the MISD point of contact with USAIMSSA. Responsible ior
the HQ ADP Steering Com ittee. Acts, for t'he D, MIS, as the Army focal
point (point of contact) for DOD components relative to all management
inforimation requiretients and coordinates and/or forweards such requirements
to appropriate MISD Groups, as required. Performs support fLnctiors for
-the Keystone Management Systems Steering Comnittee and Select 11"orking Group,.
as directed. Provides mebership, as required to Study Advisory Groups.
(SAGs) pertaining to development of Army information systems. Providcs
data on bud:;.t submissions, as requested b, %TG. Monitors the .evelop'.c.t
of HQDA infonration systems/models with prime emphasis on that portion of
the system life cycle subsequent to DFSR approval. Provides systes
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guidance and assistance, asnecessary, to the functional staff in the
developmE.-It of IiQ11 information systems/models. Processes requests for

GROUP (21).

Pfor acquisition of ADPE equipment (except POO
Including coptrmainframes and peripherals. Provides data on budget
submissions, aby MPG. Provies membership,. as required, to.

'sor r s supritte g tnder elpvin of A ino.a
. required, with SIG and FKqDA Staff and OSt

agencies in joint projects to analyze vertical sysems and developIalternatives for improvements. Performs on-site AD systems reviews..
specifications rvesrednsreiwpotyeevaluations,an
performance evaluations. Perfoms support functions for the Keystone
JMnagement Systems Steering Committee and Select Working Group, as directed.

Enurses caly idetfacstion of AP equipment, peroeel ogaiztona,

a nd trainingo actions necessary to support the fielding, operation,..and

projects of CSC and other connands with emphasis on that part of life

cy leaftesr provoftets. Process rsleue st m rctratua

ADsericess subitted under the provisions of R for onrand

SYSTDMS NEGAONGOP(2

Monitors development' of Arny management systems and related information
systems requirements and objectives. Is responsible for the administration
of the Keystone Managenent Systems Steering Coemittee. Coordinates, under
the direction of the airman, Keystone Select orki g Group, all %,IaSD

efforts in support of the Keystone Steering Comittee and Select Working
Groups. Provides overall systems guidance and assistahce, as necessary,
throughout the system life cycle to insure coordination, compatibility,
and integration among the Akrmyls vertical manageiment information systems.
Reviews and processes management information systems requi reents docu-
mentation to include DSI, GFSR, DFSR, and proposed functional changes.
Responsible for implementation of DA ADP Systemt Cnge Control Procedures
as defined in CS , 18-10. Conducts on-site ADP systems reviews as re-
s squired. Participates in specification reviewbs, readiness reviews,tpro-

* totypo evaluation, and performance evaluations, as required. Insures
that Army vertical management information systems meet Executive- level
i rfonnation requirc:irans, as defined by the Haiquarers SY'3es GrolIp

ouiSG). Provides movMership, as required, to Study Advisory Groups (SaGs)
pertaining to dvOlopment of Anty irformation systems. Processes requets
for contractual ADP services, submitted .Jer the provisions of AR 1-11g.
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DIRECTOR, PLANNING AND PkOGRAMING ANALYSIS (23)

is responsible for functions performed by the Directorate "and provides the
analytical entity within the AVCS for planning and programing. Is

Vresponsible for developing and supervising the Army programing system, for
coordinating all programing activities within the Army Staff,-and for
reviewing and analyzing the Army programing actions. Provides guidance to
-the staff for the Planning, Programing, and Budgeting System, provides

* recommendations to the Secretary of the Army and Chief of Staff for PPB
decisions, and coordinates the staff on matters relating to force planning,
force structure, and programing; analyzes selected staff actions for the
Chief of Staff and the Army Secretariat; guides the development of the
analytical tools used as management decision aids for planning and programing;
maintains liaison with OSD staff elements and the Army Secretariat; and provides
the principal staff and analytical support for the AVCS in the weekly SA/AVCS

* meetings. Performs special projects, as directed, to assist in solving Chief
- of Staff and SA problems. The Director serves as the D eputy'to'the Assistant

.Vice Chief of Staff and i in his absence, acts on all matters.. TheDirectorIis the Chairman of' the Program Guidance and Review Committee (PGRC), and is
a member of the Budge. Review Committee (BRC).

FORCE PLANNING AND ANALYSIS GROUP (24)

Provides the AVCS an independent, quick reaction analy.0s capability for force
related actions regarding requirements, structure, readiness, logistics, and
manpower. Provides force guidance to the Army Staff as required and analyzes
force related staff actions. Monitors all Army Staff force structure actions
down to and including UIC level. Reviews and analyzes force structure actions
and provides alternative recommendations as required or appropriate. Analyzes
the impact ot, force structure of actual and potential changes in resource
availability, contingency plans, readiness status and deployment schedules.
Provides guidance and assistance to the Army Staff in preparation of detailed
force structure plans. Maintains liaison with OSD, OSA, and the Army Staff
concerning force structure actions. Anialyze' selected joint and unilateral
operational plans as appropriate or ns directed and provides necessary guidance.
Analyzes the impact of the FGM and c her OSD directives on force structure
and deployw..ent of Army forces. Coordinates with DCSOPS on joint actions as
required. Monitors Army Staff actions involving logistics. Collects and
analyzes logistic data, and prepares displays for use by the Chief of Staff
and the Secretary of the Army. Analyzes OSD Logistic Policy and Guidan:a.
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Translates this OSD guidance into more specific guidance to be used by the
Army Staff. Revir:ws and analyzes DA logistic authorization and policy
documents. Analyzes the requirement for major logistic actions and provides
staff guidance for the coordinated accomplishment of the actions. Reviews
and analyzes actions developed by the Army Staff pertaining to logistics and
prepares recommendations for disposition of the actions. Analyzes short and
dd-range installation studies, and provides guidance to the Army Staff and

recommendations to the AVCS. Monitors and initiates staff actions needed to
insure that projected manpower requirements support the force. structure.
Reviews and analyzes action developed by the Army Staff pertaining to military.
and civilian manpower and personnel issues, and prepares recommendations for
idisposition of the actions. Analyzes the requirement ,for major military and
civilian manrjwer and personnel management actions, and provides staff guidance
,for the coordinated accomplishment of the actions. Maintains liaison between
the. Army Staff, and OSA and OSD on manpower and personnel matters involving
both military, and civilian manpower, Monitors Army Staff actions involving
readiness and strategic deployment. Analyzes current'nd projected Active
Army end Reserve Component readiness. Performs strategic mobility analyses
as required or appropriate. Reviews and analyzes actions developed by the
Army Staff involving readiness and strategic mobility, provides staff guidance
for accomplishment of the actions. Performs special project actions as
directed.

PROGRAMING AND FINANCIAL ANALYSIS GROUP (25)

Provides the central point of contact within OAVCS on DOD programing and
resource planning matters, issues guidance to the Army Staff on the implementa-
tion of the Planning, Programing, Budgeting System, provides program and cost
analysis and administrative support to the PGRC and the SELCOH, develops
automated models for displaying program alternatives, and analyzes the alloca-
tion of resources for Army programs under varying budget constraints. The
Group Chief is the Army Staff representative on OSD PPBS improvement groups,
and the Deputy Group Chief is the alternate. Directs the preparation of the
Army response to OSD guidance lipemoranda, specifically, the Program Objective
Memorandum (PON), the Tentative Fiscal Guidance Memorandum (TFcGM) and the
Tentative Logistic Guidance Memorandum (TLGM). Prepares independent analyses
of the TFGM and the FGM; and develops for the TFGM response and the PO,. the
alternative fiscal programs to be addressed b the Army Staff. Analyzes the
major programs of the FYDP to insure thtat resource allocation is consistent
with established priorities. Prepares the policies and objectives chapter of
the program and budget guidance documents. Prepares appropriate Army Staff
directives to implement OSD program procedures. Analyzes OSD Planning,
Programing, and Budgeting Systems proposals, directives, instructions, and
timetables; recommends improvements or alternative proposals. Provides the
secretary of Liie SELCOM and the PGRC. Provlcic?. secretarial support* for ;he
SELCOM and the PGRC. Directs and monitors the development of techniques for

* correlation of Army and OSD management systems. Establishes procedures for
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processing Program Change Decisions (PCDs) and the Program Decision Memorandum
(PD*). Analyzes financial aspects of Program Budget Decisions (PBDs) to
identify actual and potential impacts on forces and readiness of forces, for
further analysis and resolution by lPAG." Provides advice and analytical
support to the OAVCS during PBD reclama hearings. Supervises the preparation
of and analyses 6f staff proposed changes (PCR type) in force structure, new
programs, and related-issues for possible incorporation in the FYDP. Provides
administrative and analytical support to the PPA member of the Budget Review
Committee. Provides point of contact with the Budget Review Committee. Prepares
independent financial analyses and alternative cost projections of force phase-
down, buildup, or deployment for use by the AVCS. Analyzes cost impacts of
studies and alternative force structures as required. Provides cost analysis
support for the PPA Directorate. Develops, operates, and maintains a computer
supported executive guidance/decision model for Army programs. Monitors OSD
cost models and methodology, and develops automated cost models to support
Army programing. Analyzes the impact of changes in future year programs/budgets
on Army programs. Develops detailed analyses of the allocation of funds
between appropriation accounts for varying budget levels. Provides fiscal
guidance to the Materiel Procurement Priorities Review Board (HPPRB). Analyzes
OSD and other Service programs to determine potential impact on Army programing
actions. Analyzes the impact of national economic programs on Army missions and
resources, and develops economic evaluations within GNP projections. Performs
special project actions as directed.

STUDIES. MODELS AND SfSTFMS GROUP (26)

Provides the AVCS an OR/SA capability in the areas of force development,
management systems, and selected subjects. It guides the development of
studies, models, and analytical tools necessary to provide management decision
aids for planning and programing, and insures that Army management systems
supp6rt Army programing. It conducts and supervises both mid- and long-range
studies in force planning and concepts for the AVCS. Provides representatives
as appropriate to OR/SA seminars, conferences, and symposiums. Monitors
techniques and provides analytical support to the Army Staff for the develop-
ment of force projections. Develops analytical techniques to address planning
problems of force mix, balance, and level. Develops and evaluates techniques
for measuring force effectiveness. Provides guidance to the Army Staff on
adaptation of existing models, simulations and war games to the force planning
process. Analyzes Army force planning study proposals which involve OR/SA
techniques and prior to contract, makes appropriate recemmendations to the AVCS.
Supervises the development and transfer to the Army Staff of force planning
computer models and the force planning data bank currently under PPA control.
Provides guidance in the development of major analytical tools, such as models,
to the Army Staff, CDC, and AMC. Establishc and maintains an in-house state-
of-the-art assecsment of modeling and othex analytical tools. Provides CR/SA
assistance to L.he Army Staff in analysis uL long range problems related co
manpower and materiel. Provides the Directorate, through time sharing
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terminal(s), a full range of mathematical and statistical analytic capabilities

'for all problems requiring application of these techniques. Assists the Army
Staff in developing aid analyzing techniques of measuring and estimating
effectiveness of resource utilization. Develops force planning concepts for the
mid-range and long-range period as required. Conducts independent analysis
and reviev of selected subjects and studies submittea from other agencies both
coth and without the Army. Provides point of contact for external actions
concerning study activities. Provides independent in-depth analysis o nsArmy
ong-raige resource problem areas as required. Performs analysis of long-
ange base developuent activities. Conducts independent conceptual studies

as required. Maintains liaison with civilian universities concerning
graduate education of Army officers in OR/SA. Establishes management informa-
ition requirements for PPA, and passes these to HIS. Validates planned outputs

proposed by the Director, MIS in response to requirements stated by PPA.
Monitors the Army Staff development of management systems to insure that
the capability to manipulate, analyze, and display data supports the programing
mission of t^ e AVCS. Provides Chief of Staff direction and monitorship of
large-scale management improvement projects which support the planning,
programing, and decision-making processes of Army corporate-level management,
*such as PRITAR. Monitors development and operation of the Force Accounting
System as the primary system in support of.the planning and programing analysis
functions. Recommends establishment of appropriate approval thresholds in key
authorization systems to insure adequate control of critical resources.
Supervises the auditing of AAO changes (Basis of Issue Monitoring and Recording
System). Coordinates the Army Staff to accomplish cross-system interface of
systems related to force planning and programing. Provides, for the OAVCS,
guidance, monitorship, and administrative support of. the Army Staff Audit
Priority Committee, and records and coordinates the implementation of that
commitcee's decisions. Performs special project actions as directed.
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STATENT OF FUNCTIONS

DIRECTOR, WEAPON SYSTEMS ANALYSIS (27)

Responsible for functions performed by the directorate and is contact-
point with OSD and other military and goverment departments on Army
weapon systems analysis.

VEAPON SYSTEMS METHODOLOGY AND CONCEPTS OFFICE (28) •
Reviews studies to advance the state of the art in analytical methodology
applicable to weapon systems, identifies deficiencies in methodologies,
and recommends corrections. Assists Amy Staff aer.ies and commands to
develop and apply new analytical techniques. Develops criteria and methods
of-analyzing new/modified weapon systems. Integrates the weapon systems
analyses methodological effort of the Army Staff/commands. Reviews advanced
Veapon systems concepts (proposed by the Army Staff/commands) for cost and
effectiveness. Evaluates studies of the impact of advanced technological
developments on Army weapon systems and makes recommendations to the CofSA.
Is the directorate contact point with elements of OSD, OSA, and other
military departments concerning the analysis of weapon systems analysis
capabilities. Initiates and supervises contracts in area of responsibility.
Performs long-range technical and organizational planning fo, the directorate.
Plans and coordinates internal management, professional, educational, and
orientation activities. .

COMBAT SUPPORT SYSTEMS GROUP, ARMOR/INFANTRY SYSTE.S GROUP, AIR DEFENSE
SYSTEMS GROUP, FIELD ARTILLERY SYSTEMS GROUP (29-32)

(All perform the following functions in their subject afeas of responsibility.)
Review: and make recommendations on tactical and strategic weapon systemn
analyses studies for the CofSA. Assist and monitor Army Staff/commands
analyses. Prescribe guidance for, and monitor, analyses assessing proposed
systems changes, including validity of proposals/possible alternatives.
Prescribe effectiveness and cost criteria for analyzing weapon systems.
Provide interface between OSD(SA) and the Army Staff on content and reference
terms in weapon systems DPMs, PCRs, and MFIs. Recommend specific areas for
studies/tests/experiments to the CofSA after coordination with OCRD/OACSFOR.
Review and make recommendations regarding studies/ tests/field experiments.
Assists CofSA in programming allocation of Army resources considering probable
future budget constraints. Determine DA weapon systems analyses information.
needs (except Army Staff requirements for FAS and TAADS information) for the
Director, MIS. Validate outputs proposed by the Director, MIS, for weapon
systems analyset requirements. Initiate and supervise contractual studies.
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REVISED FUNdTIONAL STATEMENTS

* Director, Uv' Army Management Systems Support Agency (USAMSSA). Is
responsible for functions performed by the Agency. Provides overall

ADP support for OAVCofSA and support to HQDA elements for authori-
zations, forces and related data. Provides management information

and systems development support, including scientific management
and operations research support, to the Secretary and Chief of Staff
of the Army. Provides ADP support for an integrated summary level
data bank of Army resources to the Secretary and Chief of Staff of
the Army.

Scientific Systems Division. Provides computer oriented scientific
support to the offices of the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of
Staff through the development, conversion, operation and improvement
of scientific force and resource planning systems, management infor-
mation systems and simulation models. Operates the Army force devel-
opment center in support of the Army Staff. Prepares problem defini-
tion studies, feasibility and cost/benefit studies and detailed auto-
mated system or model designs in response to Aruy Staff needS.

Systems Development Division. Designst develops and maintains compu-
ter oriented information and data systems, including associated data

bases, as required to provide information and compuational services
to AVCofSA and other DA Staff Agencies.for use in Army force develop-
went processes and management of Army resources.

Operations Division. Designs, develops and maintains operating sys-
tems, teleprocessing monitors, compilers and generated utilities.
Staffs, operates and schedules agency third generation ADPE, related
peripheral and card punch equipment. Accomplishes analytical, cleri-

* cal and conversion operations on source data supplied by the Army
Staff and field to. maintain data base files. Schedules and performs
support activities for ADPE in the production of prescribed products
.from the base data files.
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DODI Department of Defense Instruction

DN Draft Presidential Memorandum

DSS Director of Special Studies

FPAO Force Planning and Analysis Office

FYDP Five Year Defense Program

JCS Joint Chiefs of Staff

OACSC-E Office, Assistant Chief of Staff, Communications and
Electronics

OACSFOR Office, Assistant Chief of Staff, Force Development

OACSI Office, Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence

OAVCofSA Office, Assistant Vice Chief of Staff, Army,

OCA Office, Comptroller of the Army

OCRD Office, Chief of Research and Development

ODCSLOG Office, Deputy Chief of Staff, Logistics

ODCSOPS Office, Deputy Chief of Staff, Operations

ODCSPER Office, Deputy Chief of Staff, Personnel

OMA Operations and Maintenance, Army

OOR Office, Operations Research

OR Operations Research

ORC Office, Reserve Components

OSD Office, Secretary of Defense

OUSA Office, Undersecretary of the Army

PBAC Program/Budget Advisory Committee

PGRC Program Guidance Review Committee

PIA Personnel Inventory Analysis

PPBS Planning, Programing, and Budgetinr System
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PRIHAR Program to Improve the Management of Army Resources

SEA Southeast Asia

SELCOM Select Comittee

TARMOCS The Army Operations Center System

TASP The Army Study Program

TTP&S Transient, Training, Patient, and Student

VCofSA Vice Chief of Staff, Army
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ADDENDII

Because of limitations on reproduction capability, only the

original copy of this study contains all appendices. In other

than the original copy, the following appendices have been with-

drawn and are available in the authority files of the USAWC Library.

APPENDIX TITLE PAGES

I Department of Defense Directive 71-75
5141.1; Assistant Secretary of

Defense (Systems Analysis)

II Chief of Staff Memorandum 67-64, 76-89
Reorganization of the Office,
Chief of Staff

IV Department of Defense Instruction 95-130
7045.7; The Planning, Programing,
and Budgeting System
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